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THE List of birthday honours published on Monday includes 


knighthoods for Prof. Ho.ttanp, His Honour D. Stewart 
Smita, K.C., Vice-Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, and 
Mr. MARSHALL Hatt, K.C., M.P. It would be a little in- 
vidious to consider why one prominent advocate is selected for 


this honour rather than another, but Mr. MarsHati Hatt has 
LI FE ASSU RANGE SOCI age for a long time been well known both at the Common Law Bar 
and in politics. The Vice-Chancellorship of Lancaster stands 
midway between the county court and High Court Benches, 

« and though it does not, like a High Court judgeship, entitle its 
ESTABLISHED 18560. holder to an immediate knighthood, it is fitting that this recog- 
nition should be given in a case like the present, where a suc- 
cessful career at the Chancery Bar has been followed by 
Assets exceed ” 5 £11,700,000 a in the chief provincial court of equity and 


Share Capital, fully subscribed - £1,000,000 || prot Holiana. 
: But THE most interesting honour is, of course, the knighthood 
- ” paid-up . £160,000 bestowed on Prof. Ho.tanp. For many years he has been well 
uncalled £840,000 known as one of our leading jurists, and the appearance of 
his letters in the 7imes on matters of International Law— 
letters which have always been appreciated as weighty pro- 
nouncements on the subject—has made his name familiar far 
beyond the bounds of his own University. Indeed, the fact 

TRUSTERS. eer ae J: 

that his reputation is by no means academic was shewn on the 
aa ay nel a occasion of the presentation to him of his portrait in December, 
1914. This, it will be remembered, took place in the Council 


The Hon. Mr. Justice DEANE. < é . , . 
The Hon. Mr. Justice Younese. Chamber of Lincoln’s Inn, the presentation being made by 


ROMER WILLIAMS, Eaq., D.L., J.P. Lord Hatpane, then Lord Chancellor, in the presence of a 
aca iieat eer cain acid number of distinguished judges and lawyers. We are glad to 
see the science of jurisprudence and the learning of Inter- 
national Law honoured in the person of Prof. HoLianp. 


” ” 





DIRECTORS. 

Chatrman. Deputy-Chairman, 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esq., D.L., J.P. CHARLES P, JOHNSON, Esq., J.P, 
Barrington, The Hon. W. B. L. Follett, John 8., Eaq., J.P. The Belgian Relief Committee. 


Mgtegeh Beakey, Sir Charles E. H., pane neg Ae er We Have from time to time given an account of and ex- 
Channel. The Rt. Hon. Sir Arthur —— ik, Dighton ca, pressed our sympathy with the work of the National Committee 
Deane, The Hon. Mr. Justice. Rider, J. E. W., Eaq. for Relief in Belgium. We print elsewhere a letter in which 
myhome -— a. Yee, i ont at it is stated that in future the financial responsibility for this 
+» Eaq., J.P. ger, a work will be assumed by the United States Government, and 


Le ae —e ‘that the Committee’s appeals to the public in the British 
HEAD OFFICE: 10, FLEET ST., LONDON,E.C. Empire will be suspended. It appears that, during the exist- 
ence of the Committee, over £2,400,000, subscribed through- 
out the Empire for the relief of Belgium, has passed through 
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its hands, and so far a possible the unhappy tate of the 


Beleian people has been alleviated 


The Colonial Stock Act, 1900. 

From a notice which we print elsewhere it will be seen that 
New South Wales Government 5} Per Cent. Inscribed Stock, 
1922-27, has been added to the investments authorized by the 
Trustee Act, 1892, subject to the restrictions imposed — by 
ection 2 (2) of that Act 


The Trinity Cause Lists. 

Tue Court of Appeal List for the present 
119 cases, of which 20 are appeals from the Chancery Division, 
73 from the King’s Bench Division, and 14 are Workmen’s 
Compensation appeals The numbers are practically the same 
as last sittings, when the total was 117, and the other cor- 
responding figures were 22, 73 and 15, and there is a marked 


ittings contains 


drop as compared with the numbers in Trinity Sittings in 
previous year Going back, these were in 1916, 164; in 1915, 
215: in 1914, 303: and in 1913, 267 But the Court is not 
likely to suffer from paucity of work, for if the number of 
cases is small, there is the appeal in the Phodesian Gold Mining 
case in progres and the leneth of the hearing before Mr. 
Justice Ever indicates that it is not likely to be got rid of in 
a hurry, though in litigation, as is well known, it is the unex 


pected that often happen 


The High Courts Lists. 


Tue Chancery Division Lists shew a slight revival since last 
sittings There are now 162 cases and 33 winding up matters, 
as against 122 and 25 then But a year ago the numbers were 
273 and 41, and in 1915 244 and 36. Undoubtedly the war is 


having a de pressing effect here And there is a considerable 
falling off in the King’s Bench Division List, the total being 
only 234, as against 370 last sitting But a year ago it was 


only 251, and in Trinity, 1915, only 170 In Trinity of the 


previous yea 1914—it was 381. but that was before the war 
The Probate, &c., Division List, on the other hand, has in- 
creased to 520, from the total of 306 last sittings: a year ago 


289, and in 1915 418. But examination of the figures shews 


that the increase is mainly due to undefended probate and 


divorce cases, which are now 330, as against 173 at the begin 
ning of last sittings We shall probably have to wait for that 
deferred, but still indefinite, period, the end of the war, before 


there is any substantial revival of Court busines 


The Food Supply Manual. 


WE HAVE called attention in these columns to the importance 
of the Food Orders which are now being issued with somewhat 
embarrassing profusion by the Food Controller’s Department 
We saw it stated recently that tradespeople had no chance of 
learning about them except through the public Press, and it 
was, we think, put forward by some unfortunate shopkeeper as 
a defence for a breach of the Orders that he was too busy to 
read the paper The Food Supply Manual, which has just 
been issued in the series of Manuals of Emergency Legislation, 
under the editorship of Mr. ALexanper Putiine, C.B. (H.M. 
Stationery Office, Is. net), should do something to meet the 
difficulty For the convenience of our readers we endeavour to 
publish week By week such Orders as 
sional interest, and no manual can hope to keep up with the 
activities of the Department But the present Food Supply 
Manual will be found to be a very convenient collection of the 
Food Orders issued up to 15th May, and its utility is increased 
by a very full and excellent index, which gives double refer 
ences—first to the particular provision of the Statutes or 
Orders, and secondly to the page of the Manual. Copies can 
be obtained through any bookseller, or direct from H.M. 
Stationery Office, post free, Is. 2d 


are of general or profes 


The Food Controller’s Office. 
Ir 1s not in general within our sphere to express any opinion 
when a Minister resigns office. This is usually no more than 








an incident in the game of politics. But we may, perhaps, 
express regret that Lord Devonport should not have been able 
to continue the duties of the new and peculiarly difficult 
office of Food Controller, an office in which he has, so far as we 
have been able to judge, made a very great effort to achieve 
success. That under certain conditions the food supply must 
be controlled is obvious, and we believe no one has disputed 
that these conditions have recently arisen. In ordinary times 
the laws of supply and demand may be left to their natural 
operation 3ut when the conditions are such that supply and 
demand refuse to adjust themselves by the usual trade processes, 
State control of some kind becomes essential. The difficulty is 
that the task thus presented requires in the Food Controller 
gifts of knowledge, foresight, and organization which are not 
likely to be possessed by any but a very exceptional individual. 
Indeed, we doubt whether any individual—shall we say, not 
even Mr. Stpney Weps-——is exceptional enough for the pur- 
pose. We have, of course, rushed, under pressure of the war, 
into Socialistic schemes which may be quite feasible, but which 
for proper working require long years of preparation. Whether 
after the war we shall get back altogether to the former indi- 
vidualistic and competitive condition of society is doubtful. 
The reconstruction to which many look forward will prob- 
ably require a greater amount of co-operation and State con- 
trol If so, the problem will be to reconcile this with the 
freedom of the individual from excessive official interference 

But meanwhile it is useless to expect from any Food Controller, 
or from a Committee of Food Controllers, results which in the 
present state of unpreparedness are beyond human capacity 

The question is whether Food Control can avert certain grave 
dangers without doing too much harm in the process. It is the 
old doctrine of the balance of convenience 


Business of the Patent Office in 1916. 

THE ANNUAL Report of the Comptroller-General of the Patent 
Office for the year 1916, recently issued, bristles as usual 
with statistics. Some interesting facts may, however, be 
gleaned from it Financially, it is satisfactory, shewing as it 
does a surplus £107,491 12s. 1d. of receipts over expenditure. 
The applications for patents in 1916 were 18,602, compared 
with 18,191 in the previous year; but there was a continuance 
in the falling off of patents actually granted, the number being 
8,424 in 1916, as against 11,457 in 1915, which compared with 
15,036 in 1914. The applications for registration of designs 
were 15,399 in 1916, compared with 18,130 in 1915, and the 
applications for the registration of trade marks were 5,837, 
compared with 6,057. During 1916 there were four applica- 
tions for extension of the terms of patents beyond the normal 
fourteen years. Of these one was abandoned, in one case the 
patent was extended for three years, in another for seven years, 
and in the other for seven years but not to exceed five years 
from the termination of the war. It appears that there are 
only six patents in force which have been extended beyond the 
normal term of fourteen years, and of these three will expire in 
1918 It also appears that in 1916 there were ninety-six appli- 
cations for the suspension or avoidance of patents belonging to 
alien enemies; in fifty-six cases licences were granted to the 
applicants, and in three cases the patents were suspended in 
favour of the applicants; the other applications either fell 
through, or still remained to be dealt with at the date of the 
Report. By virtue of the Trading with the Enemy Acts, the 
benefit of an application for a patent made by, or on behalf or 
for the benefit of, an enemy or enemy subject may be vested in 
the Custodian of Enemy Property and the patent granted to 
him. If so granted the Custodian will, of course, have all the 
rights of a patentee, including that of granting licences. It 
appears from the Report under notice that in 1916 (the first 
year in which this system was in operation) there were seven- 
teen applications made for vesting in the Custodian, and for 
licences to be granted to the applicants; in seven cases the 
applications for the patents were vested in the Custodian and 
the patents sealed to him, and five licences granted _ One 
application for a licence was abandoned, and the remainder 
were undecided at the date of the Report. 
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Soldiers’ Access to the Courts. 

Many PERSONS subject to military law will watch with 
interest the fate of Vorman v. 
came before the Court of Appeal on an interesting point 
this week. Norman, a statutory conscript, commenced an 
action for illegal assault against the defendant, late Com- 
mandant of Wandsworth Detention Barracks; but Low, J., 
had made an order striking out the claim on the ground that 
the civil courts have no jurisdiction for alleged illegalities com- 
mitted by a superior against an inferior in purported execution 
of the authority conferred upon him by military law. The 
decision was based on the view, for which there is a certain 
amount of authority, that when a person becomes subject to 
military law, he contracts out of his ordinary civil remedies as 
against other persons subject to military law, and accepts 
instead the remedies contained in the ‘‘ Articles of War,’’ 7.¢ 
section 42 of the Army Act, 1881. Even granting this view 
to be correct, obviously there are limits to it. It cannot apply 
to civil or criminal proceedings taken by one soldier against 
another for some matter which has nothing to do with their 
military relationship—e.g., a divorce action in which the co- 
respondent is the petitioner's superior officer. The difficulty is 
to say exactly when the subject matter of the proceedings in 
any suit is one arising out of a military relationship, and there- 
fore such as to bar the jurisdiction of a civil court Where 
illegal punishments are used by a superior officer, it is arguable 
that his acts do not arise out of the military relationship at all, 
and therefore are cognisable by the civil courts in the ordinary 
way. If this view is correct, the question whether any action 
for assault against a superior by an inferior in the Army can 
be entertained by a civil court becomes one of mixed fact and 
law, which cannot be dismissed summarily as ‘‘ frivolous and 
vexatious.’’ This view commended itself to the Court of 
Appeal, which overruled Mr. Justice Low’s order, and held 
that the case must proceed to trial in the ordinary way. If at 
the trial the evidence discloses that all the acts complained of 
were committed by a superior officer in purported execution of 
his military duty, the question whether or not any remedy 
outside the Army Act is available to the plaintiff will then be 
raised. 


Discharges in Anticipation. 

A CURIOUS DIFFICULTY in the working of the Military Service 
(Review of Exceptions) Act, 1917, is pointed out by a cor- 
respondent whose letter we print elsewhere. Suppose a re- 
jected man of military age, and not within any other of the 
scheduled exceptions, receives a review notice under the Act 
on Ist June, the effect of which is to make him a statutory 
conscript reservist on Ist July, the thirtieth day thereafter. 
His date of re-examination is fixed for 15th June, and on that 
date—after examination by a Medical Board—he is given a 
“final’’ discharge, within the meaning of the proviso to 
section 1 (5) of the Act, on the ground fhat he is permanently 
disabled for any form of military service. Obviously the in- 
tention of the Act. was that such a man should be regarded as 
excepted altogether from liability to military service, as dis- 
charged on the ground of disablement or ill-health. But on 
15th June he was not a member of His Majesty’s Forces: he 
does not become one until lst July! How, then, can he be 
discharged? We think the answer to this riddle is that the 
discharge must be treated as a discharge, in anticipation, of 
a man whose statutory enlistment must take place automatic- 
ally on a future date. Unless this interpretation is adopted, the 
discharge has no meaning in such a case, and the proviso is 
pro tanto reduced to an absurdity. So when the “ thirtieth 
day ’’ arrives three events happen in succession all on the one 
day: (1) the reviewed man is deemed to be ‘‘ enlisted ’’ in the 
Regular Army for general service with the colours for the dura- 
tion of the war, (2) he is deemed to have been transferred to 
the Reserve, and (3) he is deemed to have been thereafter dis- 
charged from the Reserve on the ground of disablement or ill 
health. The only point which remains is whether he or any 


Lieut.-Colonel Brooke ul which 


to section | (5), can be reviewed again under the Act on the 
sending to him of a second review notice. This is uncertain, 
but our view is that he cannot; otherwise the word “ final ’’ is 
meaningless. The power of the Army Council, under section 
1 (1) of the Act, to send a review notice to any man excepted 
on the grounds mentioned in the section, is a power which can 
only be exercised once. Of course, when a man is so reviewed 
and merely rejected, he remains within the Act and can receive, 
after an interval of six months, another re-examination notice : 
but this is not the same thing as reviewing twice over a man 
who is finally discharged, . 


Abraham Lincoln as a Lawyer. 





THE ARTICLE on ‘‘ Abraham Lincoln, Advocate,’’ which 
Judge Parry contributes to the current number of Cornhill, is 
well worthy of perusal. To most of us LINCOLN is the great 
President of the Civil War and the Abolition of Slavery, but 
a man does not leap into such a position without a previous 
training and career, and LINCOLN’s career was at the Illinois 
Bar and in partnership with ‘* Biniy Hernpvon. His legal 
education, of course, was of his In his early 
an old farmer recalls him sitting barefoot on 
This being such an extraordinary 


own devising. 
farming days, 
a wood pile reading a book 
proceeding for a farm hand, he asked him what he was reading. 

I’m not reading,’ replied Lincoun, ‘ L’m studying. ‘ Study- 
ing what asked the farmer. ‘Law, sir,’ was the dignified 
‘Great God Almighty,’ ejaculated the farmer in an 


reply 
and went his way in amazement. 


outburst of stupefied piety, 
But years after he was the honoured possessor of a true story 
of a great hero, and biographers made pilgrimages to hear the 
old man tell it It seems that an old copy of ‘* Blackstone,”’ 
found by chance at the bottom of a barrel of household débris, 
was the basis—in part, at least—of LincoLn’s learning, and 
no doubt he himself had acted on the advice as to the best mode 
of studying law which he gave in response to a student’s in 
mode is very simple, though laborious and 
get books and read and study them 
carefully Work, the main thing.’’ It was in 
1845, after a short previou partnership with Strerpuen T 
proposed to his young friend HERNDON 
= The young 


quiry ‘* The 
tedious It is only to 
work, work is 
LOGAN, that Linco» 
that he should come into partnership with him 
man hung back on the ground of want of practice and inex- 
perience, but Lincoun clinched the matter in his kindly, mas- 
terful way, saying Bitty, I can trust you, if you will trust 
Bitty and ABRAHAM were Jonathan and David through 
sixteen years of practice in the law ’’; and it is to the reminis 
cences of the junior partner that our knowledge of LINCOLN’s 


me, 











work as an advocate is chiefly due. The foundation of his 
fame and success was his honesty; as a friendly critic said, he 
was ‘‘perversely honest ”’ ; and he put his personal point of view 


very forcibly before a young law student who had qualms of 


conscience about joining the profession™: ‘ Let no young man 
for a calling yield to that popular belief that 


choosing the law 
honesty is not compatible with it 
ment you cannot be an honest lawyer, resolve to be honest 


practice. If in your judg 


without being a lawyer 


The Bar and the Citation of Cases. 














+ Teviewed man, who gets a ‘‘ final ’’ discharge under the proviso 


IN CONNECTION with the aspect of LincoLn’s career Just 
referred to, it is interesting to take the following from Judge 
Parry's article The faithful ‘ Bitty’ tells a story of his 
first appearance in the Supreme Court of Illinois, and quotes 


his words as follows 


118 18 the first ise I have ever h vd in this Court and I have 
» examined it with great care As the Court will perceive 
it the abstract of the record, the on question in the 
f orits I have not been able to find authority 
of the case, but | have found several ca es directly 
other side. I will now give these authorities to 


t the caseé 


Judge 


whether, if an advocate know 
he ought or ought not to reveal it, has often been di cussed, and 


he refers to the opinion of the late Josuua Wituiams, “‘ the 


PARRY say that the question 


In commenting on thi 4 ’ 
of a decided case against him, 








520 











Gamaliel of Real Property Law ’’:—‘‘ It seems to me that, on 
principle, this is no part of his duty as an advocate.’’ The 
learned Judge does not give us the source of the quotation, but 
it will be found in a very interesting little book, ‘‘ Letters to 
John Bull, Esq., on Lawyers and Law Reform,’’ published in 
1857. The passage continues (p. 25) ‘* His duty is to look 
up and state all that can be said on his client’s side. The duty 
of his opponent is to do the like on the other side, and it is his 
own fault if he fails Undoubtedly, if the Judge should ask 
him whether he knows of any case against him, he is bound to 
tell the truth It is pot for us to decide between the legal 
ethics of ApranaAm LINCOLN and of the famous real property 
lawyer, but it will be noticed that Josavua WILLIAMS was 
assuming that there were skilled lawyers on each side, and his 
not. bound to make good the defects of the 
other Even so, however, we doubt whether, according to the 
present comity of Bench and Bar, counsel would the 
Judge to decide without full knowledge of the authorities. For 
one thing, it might very wel! mean the loss of the case on appeal 
with doubled costs But the chief reason is that counsel are, 
according to the practice of the courts, assistants to the Bench, 
rely on them, and 


point is that one is 


allow 


and we believe the Bench, recognizing this, 
look to them to be perfectly open in such matters ; and a fortiori 
is this the case where, as often happens in matters of admini- 
stration, there is only one counsel before the Court. 

/ 





Infringement of Composite Trade 


Marks. 


Aw action which is for infringement of a trade mark only is 
of very rare occurrence, because in practice passing-off is gene- 
rally included as an additional or alternative claim. The case 
of Tatem & Co. (Limited) v. ('o. (limited) (34 
R. P.C. 181) was treated, by the Court of Appeal at all events, 
as an action simply for infringement of the plaintiffs’ registered 
trade mark The trade mark was a composite one, comprising 
a black cat standing on a terrestrial globe and operating a 
camera, together with some other unimportant features, and 
this trade mark the plaintiffs used on cinematograph films. 
The Gaumont Co.’s mark, used in connection with their films, 
was also a composite mark, comprising a circular shield with 
some letterpress on it, and the head of a black cat looking over 
the top of the shield with the feet of the cat protruding below 
it NEVILLE, J., who tried the action, considered that the 
black cat was the most prominent feature of the plaintiffs’ 
trade mark, and that the identification of such a well-known 
firm as the defendants’ with a black cat on their films would 
injure the plaintiffs’ trade; so he granted an injunction, but 
this decision was reversed by the Court of Appeal. Lord 
Cozens-Harpy, M.R., that the distinction between a 
claim for infringement of a registered trade mark, which is 
way of injunction 


Gaumout 


said 


property, and a claim seeking relief by 
against passing-off, was vital and ought never to be lost sight 
of, but that Nevintie, J., had in this case lost sight of it. 
Warrincton, L.J., said that all the Court had to consider 
in the action was the registered trade mark and the thing 
which was complained of, and to see whether the thing com- 
plained of was an infringement of the registered trade mark ; 
and, to determine this, the Court had to ask itself whether 
what the defendants had done was calculated to deceive; and 
he further said that it was inconceivable that any person in his 
senses, seeing the registered trade mark, could suppose that the 
defendants’ mark was an imitation, 

At the trial evidence was given on behalf of the plaintiffs 
and also on behalf of the defendants. This evidence influenced 
NevIL.e, J., in coming to his decision, but the Court of Appeal 
seem to have failed to recognize the materiality of it. We 
must confess that it appears to us that the decision of NEVILLE, 
J., was more in accordance than that of the Court of Appeal 
with what is, or ought to be, the doctrine as to infringement of 


a composite trade mark: namely, that where what is the pre 


dominant feature of a composite trade mark is obvious to the 
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eye or is established by evidence, then the reproduction of that 
as the predominant feature in another mark constitutes in- 
fringement. In the case under notice the device of a black 
cat operating a camera was obviously the predominant feature 
of the plaintiffs’ trade mark. A black cat ought, we think, to 
have been deemed the predominating feature of the defendants’ 
mark, and the absence of a camera was not, in our opinion, 
sufficient to prevent the defendants’ mark from being an imita- 
tion of the plaintiffs’ for trade purposes, if due regard be paid 
to the ordinary course of trade. 

If the predominating feature of the composite trade mark 
of one trader is reproduced prominently in the mark of another 
trader, the latter cannot escape from a charge of infringement 
by pointing to dissimilarities in other respects between the two 
marks. This is shewn in many cases, and especially by Orr Ewing 
v. Johnson in the House of Lords (L. R. 7 App. Cas. 219) 
There the predominating feature of the plaintiff’s trade mark, 
as shewn by eyesight and by the evidence, was the device of two 
elephants, and there were two elephants prominently displayed 
in the defendant’s trade mark ; but in all other respects there 
was no similarity between the two marks, and in particular the 
defendant’s mark bore prominently a figure of a Hindoo goddess 
called ‘‘ Gunputty.’’ An injunction was awarded against the 
defendant at the trial, and this was confirmed by the Court of 
Appeal and the House of Lords. The evidence in that case 
established that the plaintiff’s goods were known on the Bombay 
market as ‘‘two elephant’’ goods. So in the black cat case 
there appears to have been evidence of the identification of 
a black cat with the plaintiffs’ goods ; and Nevitve, J., in the 
course of his judgment said :—‘‘ Within a comparatively short 
time and within the district over which the trade extended, the 
evidence shewed pretty clearly that everybody knew that black 
cat films were Tatem & Co.’s films.”’ 








Restraint in Discretionary Trusts. 


Most family lawyers will have had their attention arrested by 
the recent case upon the liberty of a trustee’s action where 
he is exercising a discretionary trust (Re Charteris, Charteris 
v. Biddulph, 1917, 1 Ch. 377). But they may reach 
the conclusion that, carefully considered, the case is rather 
a neat and striking illustration of principles already well 
known than a breaking-up of new ground, or a revelation 
of things new and strange. 

Trusts to be exercised by the trustees or trustee ‘‘ as they 
or he shall think fit,’’ ‘‘ at their or his discretion,’’ ‘‘ at their 
or his uncontrolled discretion,’’ and the like, are quite 
familiar to the profession; and the very practical question 
thereupon arising is, Can the exercise of such a trust be 
reviewed, and revised, by an appellate tribunal? and, if s0, 
under what circumstances and to what extent? Or, in the 
alternative, has the settlor indeed empowered his trustees 
to take every imaginable licence? 

It is surely helpful, before turning to the authorities or 
a treatise, to consider what the settlor, or testator, has said, 
and try and educe his meaning. And may not the interpre- 
tation of such words as “‘ at their or his absolute discretion ” 
be fairly and confidently said to be that the trustees are not 
required to act with absolute discreetness (which would de- 
mand the possession of an unusual quality, and involve 4 
grave responsibility), but at their own discretion, and to the 
best of the discretion which they possess; that the trustees 
must exercise their discretion, and, so long as there are two or 
more trustees, must exercise it jointly; and that, in the 
exercise of their discretion, they should, in accordance with 
the common rule, have regard to the rights and interests o! 
all the parties concerned? A reference to some of the author- 
ties will shew how far this presumptive exposition of the phrase 
is in accord with the views on the subject held by judges ol 
great gifts and attainments, and bequeathed for the benefit 
of posterity by them. 

First, in a case where trustees were empowered to invest 
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upon such stocks, funds, and securities as they should think 


fit, Mr. Justice Kekewicu, nearly one-and-twenty years ago, | 


in delivering judgment, says: ‘‘ What is the meaning of the 
words ‘ shall think fit.’ | have formed a very strong 
opinion that they mean ‘shall honestly think fit.’ It would 
be futile for a trustee to say that he thought fit to make an 
investment which he knew to be wrong. The Court would 
say that he ought not to think fit to do so, and would come 
to the conclusion that he did not in fact think fit. There 
have been many cases in which a trustee has attempted to 
say that he has exercised his discretion in a particular way ; 
but the Court has replied that he, in truth, exercised no 
discretion at all. What I have to consider is whether these 
trustees thought fit to make these investments in tle 
sense that they did so honestly. and with due regard te 
their fiduciary position as holding the money in trust fo1 
other persons. I cannot go so far as to say that these trustees 
were bound to look at the matter in the same way as trustees 
with a less wide discretion ought to look at it; for that would 
be to strike the discretionary words out of the will. 

The fact that [one trustee| took a bribe (a commission for 
procuring the application by the trustees for certain deben- 
tures) is conclusive against him. Honesty seems to be out 
of the question after that’ Re Smith, Smith v. Thom psor 
(1896, 1 Ch. 71, 76) 

But, as a general rule, when trustees do collectively exer 
cise a simple discretion reposed in them, and that fairly and 
honestly, the Court will not interfere: Costahadie v. Costa 
hadie (6 Hare, 110); Re Beloved Wilkes’ Charity (3 Mac. & 
G. 440). If they allow themeelves to exercise the discretion 
in an arbitrary and unreasonable manner the Court is at 
liberty to control them, and will do so (Davey v. Ward, 7 Ch 
Div. 754, and ises there cited: cf Ham pde nv. the Karl of 
Buckinghamshire, 1893, 2 Ch. 531, at p. 544). Should, how 
ever, a discretion be expressed to be absolute and uncon- 
trolled, the situation is different, and then, even should it 
think the trustees are acting injudiciously, the Court will 
not intewfere in the absence of mala fides in regard to its exer- 
cise: Gishorne v. Gishorne (2 App Cas. 300): Tahor v. Brooks 
(10 Ch. Div. 273). 

So it would appear that for many years past it has been 
settled that the phrase ‘‘in their or his absolute and uncon- 
trolled discretion ’’ confers a greater degree of licence in 
action than such a phrase as “‘ at their or his discretion.’’ 
It is evident that it is for a draftsman to determine which 
phrase is the more proper for use in the clause he is penning ; 
and it is on such an occasion that a copyist is often exposed 
As we were ‘well reminded by a modern case, a drafteman’s 
work will also show diligence and care by specifying clearly 
what is the subject for discretion. Trustees held real and 
personal estate in trust ‘‘ for sale and conversion at their 
absolute and unfettered discretion and to invest the proceeds 
and pay the nett income ’’ as directed Che instrument con 
tained no provisions for the management of the real estate. 
And it is most instructive and important to note that the 
learned Judge held that the words quoted were not equivalent 

-as possibly a hasty writer might fancy—to a direction that 
the trustees might sell, or not, in their absolute discretion ; 

tli the time and mode of sale were in their discretion un 
que tionably : Re Atkins, Newman v. Sinclair (81 oy 121) 

But to return to Mr. Justice Kekewicn’s remarks, and our 
statement of the law. After a sufficiently close examination, 
the standard expected from the collective action of the trustees 
can hardly be regarded as unduly high or exacting, nor can 
the occasion of interference be deemed an annoying inter 
meddling in debatable private affairs. On the contrary, w 
believe that the public will view, with quiet equanimity, this 
modest degree of judicial control, while from the judicious 
the position, being politic and sensible, will obtain more 
general approbation than some other parts of equity. 

We would, however, hasten on to make brief comments on 
the second and third propositions to be gathered from the 
authorities, the former of which is that, having the duty of 
exercising their own discretion, two or more trustees form, as 
it were, but one collective trustee, and, as we have already 


intimated, they must balance the matter in their discretion, 
and carry out the duty reposed in them in a joint capacity 


lttorney-General v. Gleg (1 Atk. 356); Luke v. the South 
Aensington Hote Co. (AL Ch. Div. 121); Re Roth, Gold- 
herger Vv. Roth (74 L. T. 50) For example, in the eigh 
teenth century a Mr. Wricutr bequeathed several sums 


of money to his three executors to distribute in charity “‘ at 
the discretion of his executors These gentlemen thought 
the best way would be for each of them to assume the inde 
pendent ¢ ntrol and distributio. of one-third of the money : 
but the great Lord Harpvwick informed them that they must 
not do so, because the determination of the property in every 
object was expressly committed by Mr. Wricur to the direc 
tion of all the executor lfto eu-General v. Gleg (supra) 
And as mistakes would appear to have arisen from an unfot 
tunate inadvertence to the point, we may do good service by 
emphasising that, before trustees proceed to consider the exer 
cise of their discretion, they should clearly and definitely 


ascertain upon what point or points that discretion is to be 
exercised ee, for exaimp! Re Atkins, New) Vv. Senelarr, 
) Re Charte Charter \ Biddulph ( ; ) lt 


is not convenient when trustees, or their advisers, misconceive 
their true position, and accordingly essay, and purport, to 
exercise discretion without a due regard to the purposes for 
which the duty was, in truth, imposed 

And, lastly, trustees in whom is reposed a discretionary 
trust are not bound to assign the reasons for the manner in 
which they as a collective body have, in fact, exercised their 
aiscretion, nor the grounds ot any conclusion whicl they may 
have reached in fulfilling their duty And in some cases they 
may be advised not to disclose their reasons, because, as old pre- 
cedents adequately notify, if they do, and from their own 
statement it appears that they are labouring under an error, 
the Court will intervene, and set aside the conclusion which 
they reached: Re Beloved Wilkes’ Charity (supra): Rex v 
the Lrel Ashop of Canterbury (15 East, 117) Difficult 
predeliction, wilfulness, or prejudice may not have paralysed 
their faculties of judgment but, none the less, the conclusion 
may, to other minds, present itself as unsound upon a correct 
premiss; and the question is, whether, in the circumstances, 
they are not well advised, and morally justified, in restraining 


i 


their tongues 

Thus an inquirer is very readily able to grasp to what extent 
a trustee’s action may be checked and revised in a court of 
equity And seeing that it is somewhat germane to out 
subject, we wish, before concluding, to direct attention to a 
case, the decision in whigh should be welcome, and may be 
very usefully remembered, in present conditions. Trustees of 


a portions term had power to postpone “‘ at their descretion 


the raising of the portions The life tenant, with good sense 
and judgment, proposed to increase the rate of interest on the 


portions from four to five per cent., provided the raising wae 


postponed. Mr. Justice SarGant considered that these 
trustees ought to have regard to the interests of the persons 
entitled to the settled estate as well as to the interests of the 


portioners, and, in the circumstances of the case (for which 
we may well refer the reader to the report), the learned Judge 
gave the trustees liberty to postpone raising the portions for 

' long as the increased interest was paid, with liberty to 


ppiv wnen th year was ended Re Sandy - nie of Londo 
p Vmith Bank vy. Litchfield (1916, 1 Ch 511) The practical 
man will doubtless like to compare this case with the one which 
ugeested the foregoing comments, and he may also wish 
uttentiv y to considet whether an application to the Court for 
idvice and leave is not a happy solution of many problems 


presented to trustees by the abnormal times through which 
it. is the lot of the present generation to be passing 





\t M Lal it | Isa s i t ! t 

National Federa f Won \ f \l Macarthur 

‘= secretary), has been appointed to co-operate with Sir Georce Askwith. 

ne ( f Industrial ¢ lone in dealing with labour disputes in 

vhich women are affected Miss Sloan has conducted negotiations 
arising out of industrial disputes during the past year. 
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The following is the copy of the form referred to :— 


To Rejected Candidates 


Reviews. Royal Naval Barracks, Devonport, 
date 


Books of the Week. :; 
. tif e of edical o1 i >] ion is not granted from 


Corporation me L Phases of ) ‘ ( :, Bc ; 
Reorganisation i j tANCIS LYNDE STELSON : msidered u for Naval », you may be fit fe 
J AMES NE, Paul RAVATH, GI WICKERSHAM, I y Se : report on your 
GILBERT und Witiiam DD to the nearest Army ting er for attestation and 
GUTHRIE millan & Co 
(Limited 


Juridica 


vs 


Emergency P| i The Belgian Relief Committee. 
— a , re ee ee ee , the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


PULLIN », Da it-Law. tatione 8. 
net. n view the fact that the United States Government has 
f \ ied all financial responsibility for the work of the 

elgium, it has been decided that the 
ief in Belgium will suspend its appeals 
sh Empire (ny monies received afte 


Canada 
{ Lim ted 
ide for emergencies now unforeseen in 


Belgium 
s in accordance with the suggestion made 


Correspondence. nee Pag or | | . 
by ch 1 of the Relief Commission, who is now in 


bhe approval of his Majesty's Government 








Military Service (Review of Exceptions) Act, 1917. 


ol he Committee over £2.400,000, sub 
British Empire for the relief of out 
im, has passed through its hands. The 
will be held at the Mansion House on 
inity will be taken to express gratitude to 
ndividuals who have co-operated with such 
ie work of the national body. 
1 behalf of the National Committee :— 
H. Dexy, 
Lord Mayor of London, Chairman. 
RANDALL CANTUAR 
FRANCIS CARDINAL BouRNE. 
Joun Browy, 
Moderator, Church of Scotland. 
W. B. Sevbie, 
President, Free Church Council 
J. H. Hertz, 
Chief Rabbi 
W. A. M. Goope, 
Hon. Secretary 
LANSDOWN} 
RoseBERY 
Bryce 
Antutr Henxperson 
Joun EF. RepvMonp 
\. Suirtry Bex, 
Hon. Treasure} 





Estate Duty and Annuities. 
if the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Repearter. | 


1. the year 1892 by his will be- 

lo my faithful servant (naming 

f £40, to be paid by equal quarter!) 

+h payments to be made at the end 

months alter my death,’ but gave no directions 

ther t purchase the annuity or to set apart «@ 

so that it was simply charged upon the general 

of his esta (On passing the residuary account a deduc 
£1,000 was made, being a sum sufficient, at 4 per cent., 

le annuity, but this course was taken merely in accord 

ith the usual practice, and affected simply the amount ot 
Duty then payable As a matter of fact no specific fund 

ir-marked by the executors to meet the annuity, which wa» 
tor’s residuary estate for the tim 


to 


it ot incol 
indistribut 
iunnuitant died the year 1916, whereupon the Imian¢d 
ve Authorities, relying upon section 14 of the Finance Act 
claimed Est Duty on the capital released by the cessel 
aintained that there was a“ passing’’ within 
1 of the Finance Act, 1894 It seems to us 
question turns upon whether or not, the gift of the 

or did not createa settlement, which point would ha 


attested a 
charged from Na 


less can lie | " | 


the decision of the Divisional Court supy Hanotp Bevir ested if the testator had died after the passing of the Finance 
Devereux-chambers, Temple, Lond 1894. when. if there were a settlement, Dstate Duty would 
June 4, 1917 save been payable. If the testator direct that a portion of his 
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estate be set apart, Settlement Estate Duty is payable (Attorney- 
General v. Owen and Others, 1899, Q.B.D. 2, 253), but in the present 
instanee the reverse is the case, and in the circumstances we 
venture to think that the claim now put forward is both unfair and 
untenable. However, we cannot find any authority to support our 
contention, and as the point appears to be of general interest we 
shall be obliged if you will kindly express your opinion on the 
point raised in this letter. ° 
Beprorp Row. 
May 30. 


[We hope to consider this letter next week—Ep. S.J.]. 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
Court of Appeal. 


WHITTALL v. STAVELEY IRON AND COAL CO. (LIM.). No. 1. 
8th May. 


WorkMEN’S COMPENSATION—ACCIDENT ‘‘1nN CoURSE OF EMPLOYMENT ”’ 
KILLED WHILE RETURNING TO STaTION AFTER Day’s WoRK—PRIVATE 
Path ALONGSIDE RaiLway LINE—EVIDENCE THAT THE COLLIERS 
UsvaLLy WENT BY THIS PaTH TO StaTION—No EVIDENCE AS TO HOW 
THIS Licence ORIGINATED—INFERENCE TO BE DRAWN FROM ADMITTED 
Facts—WoRKMEN’sS CoMPENSATION Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1 (1). 


A workman having finished his day’s work started for the station. 
He could go by three alternative ways, but he chose one that for a 
short distance was by a footpath running alongside the railway. There 
was evidence that the foctpath was daily used by the men from the 
colliery, and that one of the notice boards put up by the Midland Raii 
way ran: ** No one is pesmitted to walk upon this railway except work 
men employed by the Staveley Coal and Tron Co. (Limited), and they 
are not permitted to do so except when going to and from their work. 
All persons found upon this railway under any other conditions will 
be prosecuted.’ On the way he was run over and killed by a passing 
tran. The county court judge refused to draw the inference on the 
admitted facts, contrary to the contention put forward on behalf of 
the widow, that the licence given the respondents’ workmen to use this 
footpath must have arisen either as the result of some agreement be- 
tween the railway and the colliery owners or at the request of the latter, 
as there was no evidence to support either of such findings, and accord 
ingly he held that the accident did not huppen to the workman at a 
place where he was by reason only of a*permission granted him through 
his employers. j 

Held, that there was no obligation upon the county court judge to 
draw the inference as a matter of law, which he was asked to draw. 
from the facts before him. 

John Stewart & Son (1912) (Limited) ». Longharst (61 Soricrrors’ 
Journat, 414) considered and followed. 


Appeal by the widow of a workman from the refusal of the county 
court judge at Chesterfield to award her compensation in respect of the 
death of her husband. Whittall was employed as a boilermaker, and 
on the day of the accident was sent from the ‘‘ shop” to do work at 
the Seymour Colliery, one of the collieries belonging to the respon 
dents. About 4.30, his work being finished, he put away his tools and 
started to catch a train at Netherthorpe Statioa for his home. He pro 
ceeded along a footpath by the side of the line, and in attempting to 
cross from it to the station platform was knocked down by the incom- 
ing train and killed. The county court judge, in a considered judg 
ment, found that the footpath was used by a large number of the 
respondents’ workmen daily, and that special facilities to use it were 
given by the railway to the men employed at the respondents’ works ; 
that the permission given them to use the footpath was denied to the 
general public, but that there was no evidence upon which he could 
find that this permission was given at the instance of the respondents. 
Some stress was laid on the fact that although the working hours ter- 
minated at 3.30 p.m., Whittall was naid for an extra hour to make up 
to him for the time he spent in going from the workshop, where he 
usually was employed, to and from the colliery. In the view the 
learned judge took of the case, this did not alter the liability. No con 
trol was retained over the workman when his work was done at 3.30. 
and he thought it could not be said that the emplovers increased their 
liability by making this payment. His award would be for the respon 
dents The main ground of the appeal was that. on the facts as ad- 
mitted or proved, the county court judge should have drawn the 
inference, as a matter of law. that the licence given the men hy ‘the 
railway to use the footwav was at the request of the comnany. and 
the employers were liable for the same reasons as they were held liable 
in the case of John Stewart d: Son (1912) (Limited) v. Longhurst (ante, 
D. 414). Reliance was also put on the judgments in Gane v. Norton Hill 
Colliery Co. (1909, 2 K. B. 539). 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R.. in giving jndgment. said the appeal raised 
* point, which often occurred, as to accidents which arose, not at the 
actual vlace where the man was working, but on some land or road 
which had to be crossed to get to the place of his work. In deciding 
the true test to be applied in such cases, it must be remembered that 





the Act was framed to give relief against the employer. It was a 
- - : ; 

question between the employer and ‘‘workman "’ in which phrase was in- 

cluded the workmen’s dependents. If the circumstances were such that 


| either expressly or by reason of implication, must it be held that 


the workman was entitled as against his employer to use a particular 
way over his employer’s land, or over somebody else’s land, in respect of 
which the employer had for some purposes of contract obtained a right 
to go, then it was an implied term of the contract that the man should 
be there, and being there was part of his employment, and arising out 
of his employment ; the accident happened in the course of the employ 
ment, and the other follows. It has been said that it really did not 
make any difference whether there was any contractual right between 
the employer and the workman : it was sufficient if, by permission of 
somebody else, the workman had a right to go over the place where 
the accident happened. He could not assent to that. It was incon 
sistent with a mass of authorities, and that the Court, were it so to hold, 
would be laying down new law The Court had been referred to 
the recent decision of the House of Lords in John Stewart & Son v. 
Longhurst (ante, p 414) That case, when before this Court (see report, 
ante, p. 9), appeared to him to be a very plain case. There, clearly, 
unless the workmen had the right to make use of the permission ér 
privilege granted by the dock authorities to the employer, they never 
could have got to the barge on which they were engaged to work, or, 
having got there, never could have got away from the barge. They 
would have been imprisoned there for life, as far as could be seen, 
and, consequently, there was plainly to be inferred that it was an im- 
plied term of the contract between the employer and the work 
men in that case that the latter should have a_ right of 
access to the dock = arising ont of the access which 
the employers themselves had obtained for the purpose of this very 
employment from the dock authorities Another case to which the 
Court was referred to was Gane v. Norton Hill Colliery Co. (1909, 2 
K. B. 539). He saw no reason to doubt the accuracy of that decision 
at all. The accident in that case took place on the employer’s premises 
There was evidence from which the Court held that the employers 
acquiesced in, and, in fact, assented to the user by their men of this 
particular mode of departure at the place where the accident happened 
It was true that it was not the only way they could have left by; there 
were two or three by which they might have gone. The evidence satisfied 
the Court that the term of the employment was that the workman should 
have the right to use any one of these ways for the purpose of getting 
from his work as well as getting to his work In the present case there 
was no evidence that the employers had any right or interest in the 
particular’ place where this accident happened. Tt was said there wa 
evidence, and no doubt there was evidence, from the notice boards which 
had been put up by the Midland Railway. One board simply said in 
effect, ‘‘ No trespassers permitted ; no one must go along the line with 
out permission,” and another, ‘‘ Nobody is allowed here except the 
workmen coming from the Staveley Colliery Company's premises.” 
That was a matter simply between the railway company and the work 
men of the colliery using the line. There was nothing to suggest any 
arrangement between the colliery company and the railway company 
It was not a way which would substantially decrease distance, for the 
difference between going by the public road and this footpath, both lead 
ing to the Netherthorpe Station, was 60 slight as to be immaterial. It 
was urged that the county court judge ought to have drawn an inference 
that this notorious user of the line must have been a user sanctioned by 
reason of some contract or arrangement made between the colliery com 
panv and the railwav company. The learned county court judge said 
in effect that he did not think there was any evidence of any such agree 
ment having ever been made. He wae not prepared to infer it, and 
unless counsel for the appellant here (the applicant) could satisfy the 
Court that it was his duty—his judicial duty—to infer that there was 
such a contract between the colliery company.and the railway company 
as gave the emplovees of the former the right to go over the railway 
unless he could establish that—it would seem that the award must 
stand. The view of the county conrt judge was that he was not bound 
as a matter of law to draw the inference which he was asked to draw 
His lordship thought that he was perfectly right If he had drawn 
another inference very possibly there might have been an appeal on the 
ther side. It waa quite sufficient to sav that he was not hound by the 
inference which he declined to draw, and, that being so, the appeal 
Failed. 

Bankes end Warrrnoton, T..J7.. gave judgment to the same effect 
Appeal dismissed. with costs —Covunser, for the apnpeallant. FF. W 
Cone (McCall, K.C., with him); for the respondents, A/hert Parsons 
K.C.. and Ellison Soriwtrors, Field, Roscoe. & Co., for Stanton a: 
Walker. Chesterfield; Sterene, Son. & Co., for Jones d- Middleton 
Chesterfield 


[Reported by Ersxtne Reip. Barrieter-at-Taw } 


MACMILLAN AND ANOTHER ». LONDON JOINT STOCK BANK. 
No. 2. 4th, 7th, 8th, 9th. 10th, and 21st May. 


Banx—CHEQvR—ALTERATION OF AMOUNT—PAYMENT BY BANK—LIABILITy 
TO CUSTOMER 

a firm having a banking account with the defendant 

bank signed a cheque for petty cash for £2 The che que was taken to 


A partner in 


him to siqn by the clerk who kept the firm's hooks, and whose duty it 
was to draw out the cheques for signature The amount was not filled in 
on the cheque in words, anda the omizagion wae not noticed by the partner 
who signed it. Subsequently the clerk filled in the words “ One hundred 
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and twenty pounds,’ and added the figures ,” ane “Qe” respectively 
hefore and after the fiqure ‘* 2,” and cashed the cheque for £120. The 
fraud heing discovered, the firm sued the hank to recover £120, less £2. 


Held, that the 


not conatitute 


signing of the cheque n the above circumatances did 
uch negligence on the part of the customer as estopped 
ering from the bank the amount pad ahove £2 


1917, 1 A. #. 363), afirmed 


him from re 


Decision of Sankey J 





Appeal by the bank against a judgment of Sankey, J. The plaintiffs 
had a banking account with the bank, and had in their employ a con 
fidential clerk named Klautschi He had been with them some years, 
and they had no reason to distrust him They left to him the keeping 
of their books and the filling in of cheques for signature. One day, as 
one of the partners was leay ing the office, he asked him to sign a cheque 
for £2 for petty cash Che cheque he produced for signature contained 
no words in the spa left for words, but the fivures 2 0 O were in the 
space left for figure It was properly dated ind was made payable to 

ourselves [he partner, in his hurry to go out, signed the cheque in 
that condition, and the clerk then filled in the words ‘* one hundred and 
n the pace left for word ind the figures ] and 

0’ on each side of the figure 2,"’ thus transforming it into a com 
plete heque for £120 He cashed the heque and absconded The 
plaintiffs brought this action to recover (inter alia £118. the difference 
between the amount f the authorized and forged cheques. Sankey, 
J., held that the signing of the cheque in its original form did not con 
stitute negligence such as to prevent the plaintiffs from recovering the 


twenty pounds 


sum claimed from the bank 

Tur Court, havir gt iken time, gave j nuigment affirming the decision 
of Sankey. J 

Swinren-Eapy, L.J., said that at the trial the bank sought to shew 
that originally tl heque for £2, which was alone the subject of this 
ippeal, had been altered by Klautschi at first into a cheque for £200, 
and subsequently into one for £120, for which amount it was cashed 
For himself he took the facts as found by the learned Judge, and his 


findings were t challenged. On those facts the bank claimed judg 
ment on tw rounds Chey said that the plaintiffs had entrusted their 
clerk th the duty of filling up the cheque, after signature, so far as it 


vas left blank, and that they were responsible for whatever amount he 


inserted, and that the private limit of the clerk's authority did not 
iffect them The relied on section 20 and section 9 (2) of the Bills of 
Exchange Act 1882 Assuming that the clerk had prima fact 
authority to fill up the words in the space left blank, that might be 
rebutted, and it wa lear from the evidence that he had‘no actual 
authority to do s« und that the blank was not filled up in accordance 
with an muthority en The bank was not within the terms of the 
proviso contained in section 20, which only ipplied where the instru- 
ment after mpletion was m tiated to a holder in due course More 


over, if the cheque had been filled up in words for one hundred and 


twenty pounds, and the figures of £2 00 had remained unaltered, the 
bank would ha been justified in refusing to pay the larger sum, and 
paying or the smaller sum, that being, according to the text writers, 
the practice followed by bankers in England when there was a dis 
crepat bet vordsa and figures on cheque Section 9 (2) of the 


Act had no apy ition to the se, as, when the cheque was presented 
for payment. there vas no dis repancy between the words and figures, 
+} ‘ ire saving th } imperfectly altered t agree with the words 


which had heen added after signature The appell 


lants then said that, 
whether t 1) ipplied or not, they vere protected by 
the principle expressed by Moulton. L.J in Smith y Prosser 


1907. 2 K. B. 752 They, however, failed on the facts to bring them 
elve vithin that rule, a when the cheque is signed by the 
plaintiff 


there was a limit obvious on the face of the instrument, as 
the figure had been filled in limiting the cheque to £2 Those 
figures formed a material part of the cheque In that respect the 


present case was unlike Garrard vy. Lew 10 Q. B. D. 34), where it was 
held that the figure the margin of the acceptance, which had been 
fraudulently altered, were not an essential part of a bill of exchange, 
and that the holder had a right to neglect the marginal figure and to 


look only to the body of the bill The appellants further contended 
that the respondents had heen guilty of such negligence in the drawing 
of the heque a disentitle a them to re er on the wuthority of Young 
v. Grote 1 Bing... 253 And this defence of the bank was founded on 
s breach of duty which a customer ved t his hanker H iving dealt 
vith a string of authorities on this subject. hi lordship said that thev 
laid down the rule that, although a customer owed a duty to his banker 
not so carelessly or illegibly to fill in a cheque as to mislead the 


hanker into 1 aving it either to a wror g person or for a wrong amount 


th iuty did not extend to filling in a cheque so ae to give no possible 
pportunity for fraud or forgery bv the third person The drawer was 
not hound to assume that fraud or forgery was the natural necessary 


Ne glicence mn order 
to estop must be negligence in the transaction itself. and the approxi 


and consequential result f his drawir ga heque 


mate ause of the loss The facts shewed that was not the case here 
He thought the judgment of Sankey J.. was correct. and th ipneal 
failed 

Scrutron, L.J ind Bray l read judgments to same effect 


Apneal dismissed with ats CouUNSEI for the appellants Poche 
K.C., and A. Neilson; for the respondents, Holman Greqory, K.C and 
Jowitt Sonicrrors, Morley, Shirreff, &- Co.; EB. H. Coonpman 


[Reported by Exsurve Rerp, Barrister.at-Lew.] 





| and xet ul} the statute of Anne as an answer to an application } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re FRANCISCO SUAREZ (Deceased. Eve, J. 23rd May. 


PRIVILEGE—IMMUNITY FROM PROcESS—EXECUTION—Sv1 
ASSERTION or Im 


AMBASSADOR 
MITTING TO JURISDICTION Down TO JUDGMENT? 
MUNITY FROM ExecuTION—7 Anne, c. 12 


in ambassador submitting to the jurisdiction down to judqme / 
when judgment has heen pronounced or an order made determinis i] 
liability to pay, assert his immunity from process by way of executi 
fo ta#aue execution, 

This was an application under the Courts (Emergency Powers) A 
1914-16, for leave to enforce an order for payment made in a by 
ciary'’s action against the defendant as administrator of a su 
£16,269 4s. Sd., with which the administrator had submitted to bx 
charged on his accounts as administrator. The defendant had submitted 
to the jurisdiction down to judgment, and had waived his privileg: 


diplomatic agent. 

Eve, J.—The defendant has raised the question whether, not 
standing his submission to the jurisdiction, any writ of executi 1 
be sued out or issued whereby his goods, chattels, and effects can be 
seized or attached. In support of his contention that any such writ 
is null and void, the defendant relies on section 3 of the Diplomati 
Privileges Act, 1708 (7 Anne, c. 12). To this the plaintiff answers that 
there are limits to this rule of exemption. It does not extend to real 
estate, and he maintains further that personal property, not being 
emoluments of the office or used or necessary for the exercise of the 
functions of an ambassador or for the maintenance of the personal 
dignity or comfort of the ambassador, does not fall within it, but is 
subject to the local jurisdiction. He presses, therefore, for leave to 


issue execution against such personal property. No decided authority 


is cited in support of this further exception to the rule, but reliance is 
placed on several passages tending to suggest the existence of h 
exception quoted from the jurists in the report of Taylor v. Best 14 
C. B. 487), and on some observations made in the judgments in that 


case, more particularly in that of Maule, J., at p. 524, and it has beer 
forcibly argued that the statute of Anne, having been held to be de 
claratorv of the common law (see Vireash v. Becker, 3 M. & S. 292), and 
section 3 having been held to extend to all writs and processe nd 
not to he confined to writs of execution (Musurus Re y Vv (eadban 
1894, 2 Q. B. 352), it is quite illogical to treat the writ of summons 
1s being neither null nor void in a case where the ambassador submits 
to the jurisdiction and allows the action to proceed without asserting 
hic privilege and at the same time to hold that the statute absolntels 


prohibits the procedure which may be the only means of making the 
judgment. in such action productive of any result. In dealin tl 
this argument it is necessary to appreciate exactly what the Court 
a 


id to decide in Taylor v. Rest. The only question which the ( 
vas called upon to determine was whether the application to stay pro 
ceedings ought to be entertained, or whether it was not altogether too 
late, and thev held the applic ant estopped by his conduct from si eed 
ing in the application. The quere raised by the elaborate arguments 
presented to the Court. fonnded largely on extracts from the jurists, 
judicial observations, is accurately stated at the con lusion of 


Whether 


und by . 
the headnote on p. 487 of the report in these terms : ° Qu 


the privilege of an ambassador or foreign minister extends to prevent 
his being sued in the courts of this country or only to protect him from 


process which may affect the sanctity of kis person or his comf 
dienitv.”.. But even in V'aylor v. Best the Court apparently drew 4 
distinction between proceedings un to judgment and stens to enfor 

Chief Justice Jervis. towards the end of his judgment 


the judgement 
If anv ca. sa. or fi. fa. were issued against him upon 


at’ p. 523, savs . 
the judgment the statute of Anne would have applied, and the ¢ 
might have been called upon to interfere to prevent its being put in 
force against him.’’ Putting it most in favour of the applicant here 
it comes to this, that the judgment in Taylor \ Reat left open the 
ruestion propounded bv Mr. Justice Maule: Whether an amba lor 


wr 


or public minister can be brought into Court against his will bv 1 ast 
not immediately affecting either his person or his property and -$r 
his rights and liabilities ascertained and determined: and when t n 

the 


question was answered by an emphatic negative in the case 
Vaqdalena Steam Navigation Co. v. Martin (1 FE. & FE. 94). the matter 
was really concluded, and thereafter 7'ay/or Rest stands onl s an 
suthority for what it actually decided, and can no 
resorted to for anv dicta or expressions of opinion raising doubts 
the law reallv is The law as laid down in the Vaadalena ¢ 8 


reaffirmed without qualification by the Court of Apneal 
Jahare (1894 


longer usefu 


heen 


Parlement Belge (5 P. D. 197) and in Mighell v. Sultan of 


1 Q. B. 149), and there can no longer be any doubt that in this cou “ 

an ambassador is entitled to complete immunity from the jurisdict ‘ 

the local courts except in cases 1n which he submits to or invit tne 
rafeon 


inrisdiction. In the recent case of Re Repuhly of Boliva Expl 
Nyndiante 1914. 1 Ch. 139). Mr Justice Astbury went so far ' 
express doubts whether the privilege can be wa ved at all by a m rt 
[ad t 
Mr 


flict 


at anv rate without the permission of his own Government 
propose to examine whether these doubts are well founded, but a 
Dicey points out in a note on p 199 of the second edition of his ‘ 


of Laws, authority to confirm them is not wanting. On this occasion, 
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however, I shall assume that the privilege was effectually waived down 
to the date of the order now sought to be enforced, and | do this the 
more readily because this action is in its nature an action primarily 
to recover property in the hands of the defendant in a fiduciary char 
acter as trustee for the intestate’s next-of-kin, and property therefore 
to which the shelter of his ex-territorial privilege would not extend 
see Phillimore’s International Law, 2nd ed., p. 217). This, then, 
brings me to the question whether an ambassador submitting to the 
jurisdiction down to judgment, when judgment has been pronounced, 
or an order working out the judgment has been made, determining his 
liability to pay, can then assert his immunity from process by way ot 
execution, and set up the statute of Anne as an answer to an applica 
tion for leave to issue execution. Mr. Justice Astbury, in the case | 
have last referred to, is of opinion that he can. There is therefore a 
consensus of opinion among text writers concurred in by Mr. Justice 
Astbury that any writ of execution directed against personal property 
is null and void under the statute, and that it is immaterial that the 
ambassador has up to that point in the action submitted to the juris 
diction or even invoked it. Here I have to deal with a case in which 
there has been a submission to the jurisdiction for all purposes short 
of execution ; and although the facts disclosed in the proceedings estab 
lish an unfortunate inability on the part of defendant to discriminate 
between meum and tuum, and would therefore compel me to make the 
order asked for jf I thought it would be effective, yet in view 
of the unanimous interpretation put upon the statement of the Chiet 
Justice by those who are experts in this difficult branch of the law, and 
by my brother Astbury, and not overlooking the great practical diffi 
culties which would present themselves to the officers charged with 
executing any writ in deciding what could and what could not be 
seized thereunder, I think that the proper course is to make no order 
on the summons except that it do stand over generally with liberty to 
restore in the event of the defendant's ceasing to hold an office to which 
the immunity he asserts is attached.—CounseL, Waugham, K.C., and 
Beebee; Clayton, K.C., and Greenland. Sovicirors, Darley, Cumber 
land, & Co.; Nelson, Son, & Plews 
[Reported by 8. E. Witttams, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


He ALSTON. SINCLAIR v. WILLES. Sargant, J. 24th May. 

LuNATIC—REALTY—SALE—TRANSFER INTO ACCOUNT IN SECOND LUNACY 

NatuRE OF Property TRANSFERRED—REALTY OR PERSONALTY 

Lunacy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 5), s. 123 

Where a fund represents the proceeds of sale of real estate in lunacy, 
and the fund is transferréd into another lunacy, the nature of the pro 
perty is not changed, and it still remains realty. 

te Wharton (5 dD M. al G 33) applied, 

{ lunatic cannot alter the nature of his interest in property, nor iz 
uw the practice of the Court to do so 

Attorney-General v. Marquis of Aylesbury (12 A. (. 672) followed. 

The order for transfer from one lunacy to another has no effect on 
the rights of the persons claiming under the lunatics 

Re Freer (22 ('h. D. 627) followed 

This was an originating summons to determine the question whether 
certain property was to devolve as realty or personalty. The facts 
of the case were as follows :-—A fund representing the proceeds of sale 
of realty, which had been devised in fee to J. H. Alston, and had been 
sold in 1898 in the lunacy of the said J. H. Alston, under the provi 
sions of the Lunacy Act, 1890, the purchase money having been paid 
into court to the credit of an account ‘‘Re J. H. Alston, a person of 
unsound mind—proceeds of real estate,’ was, on the death of J. H. 
Alston, in 1904, transferred into the account in lunacy of his brother, 
another person of unsound mind, W. C. O. Alston, to the credit of an 
account called ‘‘Re W. C. O. Alston, a person of unsound mind.”’ 
Both the brothers were bachelors, and died intestate. Co-heirs of the 
elder brother, through his sister, claimed the fund, and the next of kin 
of W. C. O. Alston also claimed the fund 

SaRGANT, J., after stating the facts, said : The question in this case 
depends upon the provisions of the Lunacy Acts, 1890, and particularly 
upon the terms of section 123 (1) thereof. The case is covered by 
Re Wharton (5 D. M. & G. 33), where in almost precisely similar 
circumstances it was held that the heir at law of a second lunatic, 
who was himself the heir at law of the original lunatic, was entitled 
to the proceeds of the sale of land of the original lunatic sold under 
legislation not materially different from the Act of 1890. The only 
distinction between the two cases is that in the case of Re Wharton 
(ubi supra) the proceeds of sale had not been transferred from the 
account of the original lunacy to that of the second lunacy. In my 
judgment, a step of this kind makes no difference. The original lunacy, 
of course. came to an end at the death of J. H. Alston, and the order 
to transfer, which was subsequently made in the present case, was 
merely consequential on that death. So far as the second lunacy is 
concerned the lunatic could not alter the nature of his interest in 
the property, nor would it be the practice of the Ceurt to do so: see 
Ashby y. Palmer (1 Mer. 296, 307); He Ryder (20 Ch. D. 514); Attorney 
General v. Marquis of Aylesbury (12 A. C. 672). The order for the 
transfer of the fund from the original lunacy to the second lunacy is a 


lunatic the descent has to be traced from the first lunatic, and the 
persons entitled are two co-heirs claiming through his two deceased 
sisters. The co-heirs, therefore, take equally between them the principal 
sum and any dividends since the death, including an apportioned 
amount of the dividend for the period current at the death. The divi 
dends before the death, and an apportioned amount of the dividend 
for the period current at the death, go to the next of kin of the second 
lunatic, W. C, O. Alston.—CounseL, Upjohn, K.C., and Sheldon; 
Maugham, K.C., and W hinney, Manning; ( W. Turner SOLICITORS, 
Stitleman &> Neate; Markby, Stewart, & Co; Walter J. Payne: John 
“On, Rayme nd Barker, ds Ca 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HOLLIDAY v. LOCKWOOD. Astbury, J. 

VENDOR AND PurRCHASER—PurRcHASE or Two Lots—INNOocENT Mrs 

REPRESENTATION BY AUCTIONEER—RIGHT OF PURCHASER TO RESCIND AS 
TO Boru 


Ist May. 


Tn an auction sale i land lot 2 consisted of 92 acres and a farm 
stead, and lot 3, which adjoined lot 2, cansisted of 191 acres and a 
farm 1 purchaser desiring fo combine farming and sh voting dis 
cussed the properties with the auctioneer, who stated that it would be 


f lot 3 to ae quire lot 2, and also made a 


expedient how the purchaser 
cubstantiol though quite innocent misrepresentation as to the number 


of birds killed on lot 3 
tion, bought both lots under separate contracts, and, subsequently dis 


The purchaser, relying on the representa 


covering the m srepresentation repudiated hoth contracts The vendors 
admitted the misrepresentation as to lot 3, and returned the deposit om 
that lot, but contended that lot 2 was a separate contract unaffected by 
the misre presentation, 

Held, that there was not sufficient legal interde pe ndence and ¢ mpi 
cation to entitle the purchaser fo reacission of his contract to buy lot 2 
within the decision in Casamajor v. Strode (1834, 2 My. & A 706 , but 
specific performance of that contract could not be granted 

Dy kes 1 Blake (1838, 4 Bing N. ¢ 463) distinguished 


This was an action for rescission of contract, and there was a counter 
claim for specific performance. Three lots were put up for sale at an 
auction Lot 2 was described as a freehold farm with residence. &« 
comprising 92 acres, and lot 3, which ad joined thereto, was described 
as a freehold sporting estate, &« which comprised 191 acres The 
plaintiff saw the advertisement He wished to combine farming and 


shooting He accordingly interviewed the auctioneer in the sale room 
half an hour before the sale In conversation about lot 3 the auctioneer 
told him one hundred head of grouse had been shot on that lot last 
season, Which he said was an average bag He also produced a plan, 
ind pointed out that as lot 2, on which birds were also shot, was con 


tiguous to and jutted into lot 3, it would be advantageous to the pur 
chaser of lot 3 to acquire lot 2 The plaintiff, relying on these state 
ments, without mentioning his intention to the auctioneer, resolved to 
acquire botn the lots and use the residence on lot 2 for his gamekeeper 
and the other for a shooting box for himself. He accordingly bid for 
each lot, signed two purchase contracts, and paid two deposits The 
plaintiff almost immediately afterwards discovered that the auctioneer 
had made an innocent mistake as to the bag, which was in fact shot 
on adjoining property of the defendant as well It was a considerable 
mistake. The plaintiff, who had only bought lot 2 as an adjunct to 
lot 3, immediately repudiated both contracts The defendant admitted 
innocent misrepresentation as to lot 3, and returned the deposit as to 
that lot, but refused to return the deposit of lot 2, on the ground that 
it was bought by a separate contract and was not affected by the mis 
representation. Then the plaintiff started this action for rescission of 
the contract as to lot 2, and the defendant counterclaimed for specific 
performance or damages. Counsel for the plaintiff referred to Lord 
Brougham’s dicta in Casamajor vy. Strode (1834, 2 My «& K 706) and 
to the remarks of Tindal, C.J., in Vykes v. Blake (1838, 4 Bing. N. C 
463), as explained in Sugden’s Vendors and Purchasers, 14th ed., at 
p. 320, and submitted that the two lots were so complicated together 


as to enable the plaintiff to rescind the contract for lot 2 as we I] as for 
lot 3, and that in any event the plaintiif could resist an action for specific 
performance Counsel for the defendant referred to Fry on Speeifi 
Performance, 5th ed., p. 404, and Farrer on Conditions of Sale, 2nd 
ed., pp. 283-285, and he submitted that there was no legal complication ; 
that the contracts were separate, and that the plaintiff was not entitled 


to rescind and could not resist specific performance 

Asteury,. J.. after stating the facts, said: The mere fact that two 
lots are contiguous or that a particular purchaser in his own mind 
resolved to purchase both because he thought it convenient to occupy 
them together, is not sufficient to complicate them within Casamajor 
V Strode 1834, 2 My & K. 706 The complication must be proved 
to have been known and assented to by both partic sy that the Court 
could infer that both parties intended to treat the two contracts as 
interdependent The real ground of the decision in Dykes v. Blake 
(1838. 4 Bing. N. C. 463) is as stated in Fry on Specific Performance, 


| 5th ed., at p. 404, that the parties had converted two contracts into 





purely administrative act, having no effect on the rights of the lunatics 
or those claiming under them : see Re Barker (17 Ch. D, 240); Re Freer 
(22 Ch. D. 627). Dealing. then, with the stock as being of the same 
nature as the land sold, the first lunatic takes as a purchaser and 
the second by descent. Accordingly, on the death of the second 





lone by entering into one contract at one aggregute price It does not 
turn on the purchaser’s presumed intention, as stated in Sugden on 
Vendors and Purchasers, 14th ed., at p. 320. This is merely subsidiary 
to the main ground, and it is not eparate ground of the decision 


In the present. case there is nothir in the advertisements or in the 
complicate the lots. The mere fact that they are con- 


narticulars to 
It wae 


tiguous and that lot 2 juts into lot 3 does not complicate them 
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contended that, by saying that the purchaser of lot 3 ought to acquire 


lot 2, the auctioneer, as the vendor's agent, recognized the complication. 
This i not ifficient lt was a mere ¢ xpression of the auctioneer's 
opinion, and it ficient to enable the plaintiff to say that in 
the knowledye of | parties the enjoyment of either lot depended on 
the enjoyment I tl ther It i perfectly clear that the shooting 
n lot 3 ild have be enjoyed by an ordinary purchaser without 
wquiring lot 2, and the farming on lot 2 could have been enjoyed 
without acquiring Jot 3. The particular purchaser in this case, the 
plaintiff, is largely fluenced to | lot 2 because he wants both a 
farming and a shootir tate here is not sufficient interdependence 
und nplication t itle the plaintiff to rescission The plaintiff 
has, however been induced to bid for both jots bv the auctioneer’s 
innocent misrepresentation as to lot 3, apart from which it is not at 
ill clear that he ld } bid f either, and it would not be right 
to decree specific performance; and as there is no evidence that the 
defendant ha iffered any damage, the action and counterclaim will 
be dismissed without cost Counset, The Hon. Frank Russell, K.C.., 
ind Owen Thon ) Vicklem, K.C., and W 1. Peck. Soscrrors, 
Rawle. Johnato & Co., for Rameden, Sykes, & Ramsden, Hudders 
held Tliffe // ley at Nmtet tor Laycock Dy wn, d Laycock, 
Huddersfield 
(Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Lew.) 


King’s Bench Division. 
LANZA v. WIENER. 22nd May. 


Div. Court, 


A RBITRATION—Security ror Costs—-Power or ARBITRATOR TO ORDER 
ARBITRATION Acr, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict., c. 49), s. 2, First SCHEDULE, 
PAR 
linle there 1 rgreement wu hee ubmission to arbitration to the 

on i that the hal ; y order the ] wlies to give security for the 

) t/ hitrat / ) powel ake uch an order, as it is not 
gue / y tl tr/ i 1889. «. 2. First Schedule, from 
which / f ] he ] ' 

Case stated by an arbitrator under section 19 of the Arbitration Act, 
1889 The que ition in this case was whether an arbitrator has power to 
der a party to an arbitration to give security for costs. The parties 
had agreed to refer arbitration certain disputes arising out of a 

nt t ul The i ement contained clauses to the effect that 

t! partie ld tell vritten points ol laim and defence, ex 

char I i list of documents, & ind that the arbitrator should 

ha ra ithorit t request from either party such written 

iten and sna v other information, evidence, and 
materials, as | night deem expedient for determining the matters in 
dispu An application us made to the arbitrator by the seller that 
the buyer hould give security for the costs and expenses the seller 
vould be put to in defendir the buyer claim against him, the 
buyer ! ! in Italian « mpany with no assets in the jurisdiction ot 
the | nh Court Che arbitrator stated the case for the opinion of 
the Court as to whether had power to make such an order 

Reapina, C.J Ihe arbitrator doubted whether he had power to 
make this rdet He yas right there is no suc h power, except by 
express agreement between the parti and there was no such agree 
ment in th ise Whatever power has 1s determined by section 2 
ot the Arbitration Act 1889 which embodies in every sub 
mi I uhie ‘ ontrary intention 18 ¢ xpressed, the First Schedule 
f the Act. Paragraph provides that ‘‘ the parties to the reference 

shall, subject to any legal objection, submit to be examined 
by the arbitrators or umpire in relation to the matters in 

d apute produce before tie arbitrators ot umpire all books, deeds 

may be re yu red illed for; and do all other things 

hich during the proceedings on the reference the arbitrators or umpire 
may require ( insel in alleging the power of the arbitrator to make 
thi rdet ted Cricht Law Car and General Insurance Cor 


1910, 2 K. B. 738), and quoted the words of Scrutton, L.J., 
the purpose of urging that the arbitrator has in these matters 


oan & 
p. #49 ror 
and making orders, the same powers as the Judge of the 


of pleading 


High Court jut the expressions quoted do not go to anything like 
the extent claimed for them. The words of paragraph (f) of the 
chedule upon which most reliance was placed and do all other things 
which durt the proceedings on the reference the arbitrator may 
require ire i i general wumnport ing the arbitrator power to do 
what may be required for the purpose of ascertaining the facts or the 
law, so that he may decide the dispute They cannot be intended to 


give him all the powers of a Judge of the High Court 


Riptey and Avory, JJ., concurred.—Counsen, Greer, K.C., and 
Caradoc Rees, for the claimant; #. A. Wright, for the respondent 
Sonicrrors, Parker, Garrett & Co.; Hyman leaacs, Lewis & Mills 


Reported by G. H. Kort, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BAILEY v». SAUNDERS. Div. Court. 17th May. 
Lievor Controt Rereviations—CLus—Proatpirep Hours—Svuppty 
ro Memsers—No Acruat DeLivery 


The ateward of a club which, under the Central Control Board 
(Liquor Traffic) Re qulations, waa prohibite 1 from supplying its members 
with liqu r during Sunday, intending to supply one of the membera, 
drew a muq of beer, but it waa seized by a constable whilst it was in 
hia hand 


On appeal from conviction, 
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Held, that, there being no evidence of the supply of beer to the mem 
ber, the conviction must be quashed. 


Appeal from a conviction by justices. The defendant was the ste 
of a club in an area where, by an Order of the Central Control B 
(Liquor Traffic), made in April, 1916, the supply of liquor on Sund 

club. d supply 


was prohibited in any The appellant, intending to 

one of the members with beer, obtained it from the cellar in a mug 

was about to deliver it to the member, when a constable too} 
mug out of the appellant’s possession, and put the contents into a Bott 
so that the member for whom it was drawn never obtained it. The 
justices, on an information against the appellant for supplying th: ' 
to the member, contrary to the order of the Board of Control, held 
there had been a supplying of the beer to the member, and 
victed the appellant. 

Reapino, C.J., said that if the appellant had been charged wit! i 
convicted of, the offence of attempting to supply intoxicatin 1 
on the Sunday there could, without doubt, have been a convictio 
that offence against the regulations in question. But, in conseq é 
of the action of the constable, the beer never actually reached th 
member whom the defendant was charged with supplying. It seemed 
plain that the member was never placed in possession of the beer. It 
was not necessary that the member should have actually had the ig 
with the beer placed in his hands. He would have been supplied wit! 
the beer if it had been placed on the table, or deposited somewhere, for 
him, or handed to him, or if someone had taken the vessel on his 
behalf to hand over to him. But it was not possible to hold tl 
member was supplied with the beer when it was never put into his 


for consuming it. The fact that the appellant intended to 
commit the offence was not sufficient for this purpose, as that was not 
the offence with which he was charged, or of which he was convicted 


possess l( m 


If there had been any evidence of the offence of actually sup; 
the beer to the member, it would not have been for that Court to 
differ, even if they did not come to the same conclusion ; but as there 


was no evidence of supplying the liquor at all, the justices were 
and the conviction must be quashed 
Riptey and Avory, JJ., agreed. 
ten, for the appellant; St. J. G@. Micklethwait, for the responder 
Soricrrors, Bridges, Sawtell, & Co., for D. Gibson Harris, Ebbw Vale; 
Taylor, Rowley, d& Co., for F. Lyndon Cooper, Newport, Mon 
(Reported by G. H. Knort, Barrister-at-Law.) 


CounseL, Hon. M. M. Macnagh 








New Orders, &c. 


Colonial Stock Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vict c. 62). 


AppDITION To LiIsT UNDER SECTION 2. 


Pursuant to Section 2 of the Colonial Stock Act, 1900, 
Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury hereby give notice th 


the Lords 
he 


provisions of the Act have been complied with in respect of the under 
mentioned Stock, registered or inscribed in the United Kingdom 
New South Wales Government 5} per cent. Inscribed St 
1922-27. 
The restrictions mentioned in Section 2, sub-section 2, of the Trustee 
Colonial Stock Act, 1900 


Act, 1893, apply to the above Stock (see 
Section 2) 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


The London Gazette of 1st June contains the following: 

1. A Notice, dated 3th May, that appointments have been made t 
the Appeal Tribunals under the Military Service Acts as follow 
County of Carmarthen (2). 

2. A Board of Trade Order, dated 
requiring returns to be made of Tobacco. 

3. A Board of Trade Order, dated 3th May (printed below), con 


3th May (printed below 


ne 
three more businesses to be wound up, bringing the total to 454 

5. A Board of Trade Order, dated 3st May (printed below), restrict 
ing the disposal of barges. 

6. An Order of the Central Control Board (Liquor Traffi 
30th May, extending the parts of the Western Border Area a 
by the Order of 11th November, 1915, prohibiting Sunday sales ™ 
certain parts of the area, 

The London Gazette of 5th June, contains the following: 

7. An Appointment, dated 2nd June (printed below) of a new Pape! 
Commission. 

8. A General Licence, dated 2nd June (printed below), for pay 
to persons of British or Allied nationality im occupied territor 
manner specified. 

9. A Ministry of Munitions Order, dated 5th June (printed below), 
extending the meaning of “ War Material.” 


trolling the disposal of Tobacco, with Instructions issued under the 
Order 

4. A Notice that Orders have been made by the Board of [rade 
under the Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, 1916, requiring 


lated 


ffected 


ent 
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10. A Ministry of Munitions Order, dated 5th June (printed below), 
requiring returns of Artificial Human Eyes. 


11. An Admiralty Order, dated 31st May (printed below), requiring 
vessels in certain areas to be equipped with protective gear against 
risks from mines. 

We also print below the following Food Licence and Orders: 

12. General Licence, dated 23rd May, under the Bread Order, 1917. 

13. The Oats and Maize Products (Retail Prices) Order, No. 2, 1917, 
dated 23rd May. 

14. The Cheese (Requisition) Order, 1917, dated 29th May. 


15. The Beans, Peas and Pulse (Retail Prices) Order, 1917 


Tobacco (Stocks in Bond) Order, 1917. 


Board of Trade, 
30th May, 1917. 

Whereas, under Regulation 2a of the Defence of the Realm (Con 
solidation) Regulations, 1914 (which was inserted in those Regulations 
by Order in Council dated the tenth day of January, nineteen hundred 
and seventeen, and is, as applicable to this Order, set out at the foot 
of this Order),the Food Controller, if he is of opinion that it is necessary 
or expedient to do so for the purpose of his powers or duties, may 
ipply the provisions of that regulation to any article: 

And whereas under Regulation 2s3 (1) the Board of Trade have 
the like powers as are given to the Food Controller under Articles 2r to 
2s inclusive as respects any article of commerce to which the powers 
of the Food Controller under regulations do not extend, where 
it appears to the Board necessary or expedient to any ol 
those powers for the se of encouraging or maintaining the supply 
of any such article which is required by the public or by any section 
of the public, and those regulations shall onele accordingly : 

Now, therefore, the Board of Trade, &c., hereby order as follows :— 

1. Application of Regulation 2a to Tobacco.}—For the purpose of 
obtaining the information required under this Order, Regulation 2a of 
the Defence of the Realm (Consolidation) Regulations, 1914, is hereby 
applied to Tobacco, which expression in this Order includes manufac 
tured and unmanufactured tobacco, cigars, cigarettes and snuff. 

2. Liability to Make Return.|—Every person owning, or having power 
to sell or dispose of, any tobacco held in a Customs or Excise Warehouse 
in the United Kingdom on 31st May, 1917, shall make a return to the 
Board of Trade specifying with respect thereto, and with respect to 
the other matters set out in the form contained in this Order, the 
particulars required by that form. 

3. Time within which Return is to be Made.|—The time within which 
the return is to be made shall be the period ending the ninth day 
of June, nineteen hundred and seventeen. ; 

4. (Form of Return.] 

5. Short Title.] This Order may be 
Bond) Order, 1917. 

Signed on behalf of the Board of Trade this twenty-ninth day of 
May, 1917. ‘ 


those 
exercise 


cited as the Tobacco (Stocks in 


H. LL&wELLYN Smitu, Secretary. 


The Tobacco Restriction Order (No. 1), 1917. 


Recitals. ] 

Now, therefore, the Board of Trade, &c. 

1. Restriction on Disposal of Tobacco.—All persons owning or having 
power to sell or dispose of any tobacco, manufactured or unmanufac- 
tured, which is, on or after the date of this Order, at ship’s side or 
in any warehouse, shall place the tobacco at the disposal of the Board 
of Trade, and shall deliver the tobacco to the Board or to any person 
named by them, or by some person deputed by them for the purpose 
in such quantities and at such times as the Board or such person may 
require, and shall not, except with the consent of, and subject to any 
such conditions as may be imposed by or under the authority of the 
Board, take or allow to be taken any steps for the delivery of the 
tobacco or any part thereof from ship’s side or from the warehouse, and 
a person shall not except with such consent and subject to such con 
ditions as aforesaid take delivery of any such tobacco. 

In this provision the expression ‘‘ warehouse ’’ means 
varehouse or an Excise warehouse. 

2. Board of Trade Directions to be Complied With.—All importers, 
manufacturers and dealers in tobacco shall comply with any general or 
special directions which may be given by the Board of Trade or by 
some person deputed by them for the purpose as to the manner or 
nantities in which tobacco is to be sold or disposed of by them to 
their customers, 

3. Maximum Prices.—On and after the first day of June, nineteen 
hundred and seventeen, a person shall not, without the consent of the 
Board of Trade, sell or offer for sale, whethe: wholesale or by retail 
any tobacco, manufactured or unmanufactured, at a price exceeding 
by more than such amount as the Board of Trade may from time 
to time allow the price at which tobacco of the same description and 

similar quantities and under like conditions affecting the sale or 
offer was sold or offered for sale by that person on the first day of 
May, nineteen hundred and seventeen. 

1, Definition.—In this Order the expression 

cigars, cigarettes, cigarillos, and snuff. 


a Customs 


““tobacco”’ includes 





5. Offences.—Infringements of this Order are summary offences sub 
ject to penalties under the Defence of the Realm Regulations. 
6. 7'itle.—This Order may be cited as the Tobacco Restriction Order 
(No. 1), 1917. 
H. LiuewktbLyn SMITH. 
30th May. 


The Tobacco Restriction Order (No. 1), 1917. 


Instructions of the Board of Trade in pursuance of the above Order. 

l. Kestrictions on Delivery.—TVhe Board of Trade hereby authorise 
the delivery of Tobacco on and after Ist June and until further notice, 
subject to the following conditions 

(a) Any person may deliver in each calendar month one-twelfth 
of his total deliveries during the calendar year nineteen hundred 
and sixteen, and no more, except that any deficiency in the amount 
so delivered in any month may be made up in the following month. 

(4) Any person may take delivery in each calendar month of 
one-twelfth of the total amount delivered to him during the calen 
dar year nineteen hundred and sixteen, and no more, except that 
any deficiency in the amount of which delivery is taken in any 
month may be made up in the following month. 

(©) Any person delivering Tobacco shall keep a record in a form 
prescribed by the Board of Trade of the quantities of tobacco 
delivered, giving the name and address of the person or firm to 
whom delivery was made, and shalj furnish to the Board a return 
of such deliveries in such manner and at such times as may be 
prescribed by the Board. 

2. Sales to Retail Dealers Tobac« 
ters and wholesale dealers shall as nearly 
description and be sold in similar quantities and under like conditions 
the year nineteen hundred and six 


manutacturers, impor 
the same 


0 sold by 
as possible be of 


and to the same customers as in 
teen. 
H. LLEWELLYN SMITH. 
Wth May. 


Disposal of Canal Barges and Plant Order. 


In exercise of the powers conferred upon them by Regulation 9 (5) 
of the Defence of the Realm Regulations and of all other powers 
enabling them in that behalf, the Board of ‘Trade hereby order as 
follows : 

l. Restriction on Disposal of Barge «| 
of a canal of which the Board of Trade have taken possession, shall 
dispose of any barges used on any such canal or of any machinery or 
plant used in connection with the loading or unloading of any such 
barges without the consent of the Canal Control Committee 

2. Offences.J}—Any person acting in contravention of, or 
comply with, any provision of this Order, is guilty of a 
offence against the Defence of the Realm Regulations 

3. Vitle and Commencement.j)—(1) This Order may be cited as the Dis 
posal of Canal Barges and Plant Order, 1917. 

(2) This Order shall come into force on the first day of June, 1917. 

A. H. STANLEY, 
President of the 


No person, not being an owner 


failing to 
summary 


1 rade 


toard of 


31st May, 1917. 


New Royal Commission on Paper. 

Whereas by Our Proclamation of the 30th March, 1917, the importa 
tion of paper and cardboard (including strawboard, pasteboard, mill 
board and wood pulpboard) and manufactures of paper and cardboard, 
as also materiale for the manufacture of paper (including woodpulp, 
esparto grass, and linen and cotton rags), other than such goods as are 
imported under Licence given by or on behalf of the Board of Trade, 
is prohibited : 

And whereas We have deemed it expedient that the terms of refer 
ence of the Royal Commission on Paper should be extended, and that 
a new Commission should issue for this purpose 

Now know ye that We have revoked and determined, and do by these 
Presents revoke and determine the Royal Warrant of the Fifteenth day 
of February One thousand nine hundred and sixteen, constituting the 
said Commission, and every matter and thing therein contained 

And We do by these Presents authorize and appoint the said Sit 
Henry Birchenough (Chairman) ; Sir Albert Spicer; Sir Walter Richard 
Nugent: Sir Frederick Macmillan; Sir Rowland Bailey ; George Brown ; 
Walter Howard Hazell; John Jeremiah; Ernest Parke; Albert Reed 
and Lewis Evans to be Our Commissioners for the grant of licences for 
the purpose aforesaid, and to arrange for the importation of the quan 
tity or the proportion of paper and cardboard (including strawboard, 
pasteboard, millboard and wood pulpboard) and manufa tures of paper 
and cardboard, as also materials for the manufacture of paper (including 
woodpulp, esparto grass, and linen and cotton rags) which may have 
been directed by the Board of Trade, and also to regulate in accordance 
with Orders made under the Defence of the Realm Regulations the dis 
cardboard, manufactures of paper and 
manufacture of paper, whether im- 
n the United Kingdom 


tribution and use of paper and 

cardboard, and materials for the 

ported from abroad or produced 
{Powers of the Commission.) 


2nd June 
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Payments to Persons in Occupied Territory. 
GENERAL LICENCE 


Wi as | ] ited the Qth day September, 1914 
alled Trad t e kne y Pr wnat N 2, certain prohi 
bitions a f t | ally set fort! mposed upon all 
persons thet relerred 
And ‘ ist Pr ima n dated the Oth da f October, 1914, the 
Prading it he Enemy P amat N , is amended as therein 
more specihica t fort 
And wherea P ! lated ! 7th day 7 January 1915, 
the Tradi t | Pi amat i No is amended by the 
last-recited P i ded as there more specifically 
ippear 
And is by Pr , dated the 16th day of February, 1915 
t ted that ritery tormil part of Our territory or 
{ tha \ | r Neutra State may tx n tue effective 
milita ipat fan | d it is provided that the Proclama 
ti tor t t t ! e relat to Trading th the Enemy 
a | ipation as the ipply to an Enemy 
And herea t ™ the i ment 1 Proclamation t 
furthe | led it he uid Pr umation shall be taken 
to prohibit anyt may be expressly permitted by Our Licence 
or | L, 0 behalf | t Secretary of State or the 
Board « Prad Lords ( ! loner f Our Trea iry whether 
uch L I | ‘ yranted t ndividua r be announced as 
wy t | ! rt pr bit any specia irrangements 
wh nay bet ! wh L r otherwise with Our Author 
it for ew reatment fa cupied territor or persons in any 
uct ipied tled t ih sy} | treatment 
And hereas | I 1 n dated tl 14t lay of September, 1915 
t wa it ired a 
I e Proclamat r the time being in force 
at t Drad the Enem t per mm Ene my not 
thetandi: he said Pr imat s hereby declared 
to include l , ncluded, any incor} ited company or body 
ty ! t t rporated) cart n business in an Enemy 
intr I " ‘ r for the time being in hostile o ipation 
And rea t | f the territories of Our Allie ire in 
hostil pat nd le he foregoing ] ions the Trading with 
I Pr ry ind it ! rat that the Licence 
here f ret i ila be ranted 
No t t Board Prad wting m pursuance of the power 
hereimnbe t ‘ i t wid i every t ver them hereunto 
enat al I i H \Majest ant | t all persons ar 
boxlie ! lent, carr on busine eing in the United 
Kingdom t i ey by them to persor rv bodie of 
persons | | bodt pers of British or Al 1 nation 
iit ! rt bu ess in territory belongis to Our 
Alla ipat t bein persons or bodies of persons 
reside ) emy territory provided that pay 
ent P . se “ in the name of the creditor at a 
hank I i K lom hic bank has give in undertaking 
that e host ipation of the territory in which the 
reclit le irri¢ busine ntinues no money will be 
‘ I I hdrawn from su pecial account except under Licence 
give I lf of H Majesty (Jovernment and no charge on the 
u“ vil ! i wed r ree nised without such Licence 
Dated th nd da f June, 1917 
H. LLEWELLYN SmITH 
secretary t the Board of Trade 
War Material, 
ORDER 
Vis try of Munitions 
5th June, 1917 
In pursu f th powers nferred upon him by Regulation 3OA 
f the Defer Realm Regulations, the Minister of Munitions 
} } ler that the War iterial ¢ vl h that Regulation ipplie 
‘ i ir mate i f the follow ng lasses and desc ptior 
name 
\ nact t it by } er and suitable for use in cutting vor) 
i t perat vd luding 
i ma ra he criptions 
(sene a 
Mort Deno 1 Bor machines 
Lat ind Round , machine 
B ind Ca ng machines and all machines accessory thereto 
Seray and S Ipapering machines 
Whe right machinery 
Fir y “i mal ind bundlin machinery 
Wood W fibre and pulp machinery 





It’s WaR-time, But—Don’t Foroerr 
Tas Mippiesex Hosprran 
Its ReSPONSIBILITIZs ARB GRaeaT AND MUST se Mert 


Saw sharpening and setting machines 

Stretchers and Brazing apparatus 

All machines for grinding Planing or Moulding Lrons 
NOTICE. 


for a permit to purahase 


saw 


ol negotiati 


All applications enter into 
for the purchase of the war material referred to in the above Ord: 


should be made to the Executive Officers of the Area Clearing Hou 
| Boards, whose addresses may be obtained upon application to r} 
| Director, Central Clearing House, Ministry of Munitions, Charing ( 


4 


Buildings, S.W 
| All applications for a permit to sell or enter into negotiations for 
' 


sale of the war materia! referred to in the above Order should be n 
to ** The Director ’’ of Wood Working Machinery, Charing Cross B 
S.W. 2 


Ing 


Artificial Eyes. 
ORDER 
Ministry of Munitions, 


5th June, 1917 


The Minister of Munitions, in exercise of the powers conferred upor 
him by the Defence of the fealm tegulations, the Munitions of Wa 
Acts, 1915 and 1916, and all other powers thereunto enabling hi 
hereby orders that all persons engaged in the manuacture, purcha 


sale or other dealings in artificial human eyes, shall, within seven da 
from the date hereof, send in to the Director of Optical Munitions a 
Glassware Supply, 117, Piccadilly, W.1, returns containing particular 
f the all artificial human eyes in fhe 


Possession OF 


type and material of 
their control 


number, 
under 


Use of Mine Protection Gear in Certain Waters. 
ADMIRALTY ORDER 


In exercise of the powers conferred upon them by Regulation 37 
the Defence of the Realm Regulations and all other powers thereun! 
enabling them, the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty make t 
following Regulation with a view to protecting vessels navigating 
vithin certain areas from the risk of damage by mine: 

No British vessel equipped as directed by the Admiralty or Shipp 
Controller with the “Otter’’ protective gear shall, while navigati 
within the 60-fathom line off the United Kingdom or in any waters 
less than 60 fathoms deep where mines have been reported or may 
reasonable probabil ty be encountered, or in less than 80 fathom 


the Mediterranean Sea, neglect to have such protective gear prope! 


idjusted and actually running outboard and adequately manned 

secure the efficient working of the apparatus; and the Master or oth 
person ommand or charge of any British vessel who neglects 

see that such apparatus is so adjusted, running, manned and work« 
shall be guilty rt an offence against the Defence of the Xe 

Regulations 

Given under our hands this 3lst day of May, 1917. 
, Ceci, BURNEY 


H. H. D. Tornini 





Food Orders. 


Bread Order, 1917. 
GENERAL LICENCE. 


wd Controller hereby authorizes all persons concerned to 5: 


The F 


ind expose for sale 
a) loaves of bread in the shape of Pan Coburg loaves and tw 
sister brick loaves; and 
4) rolls of bread weighing not less than one ounce and not n 
than two ounces, 
provided that the provisions of the Bread Order, 1917, are in all ot 


ts complied with 


reape 
Devonport, Food Controlle: 
23rd May 


The Oat and Maize Products (Retail Prices) 
Order, No. 2, 1917. 
the Food Controller hereby orders as follows 

1. On and after the 18th June, 1917, the maximum price 
tioned in Clause 1 (a) of the Oat and Maize Products (Retail P: 
Order, 1917 (ante, p. 495] (hereinafter called the Principa| Orde 
maize flour, maize flakes, maize semolina, hominy, cerealine 


In exercise, & 


me 


lor 














per lb. in the United Kingdom and 


maize meal shall be 34d 
maximum price mentioned in Clause 1 (+) of the Principa] Ord 


for oatmeal. rolled oats, flaked oata or other like products if it 


shall be 44d. per Ib. in Scotland and 5d. per bb. elsewhere in t 
United Kingdom, and the Principal Order shall take effect 
accordingly. 

2. This Order may be cited as the Oat and Maize Produ 
Retail Prices) Order, No. 2, 1917. 


Drvonrort, Food Controller 
Ord May. 
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The Cheese (Requisition) Order, 1917. 

In exercise, &c., the Food Controller hereby orders as follows : 

l Requisitioning of American and Colonial Cheese All cheese 
which shall after the date of this Order arrive in the United Kingdom 
from the United States of America, the Dominion of Canada, the 
Commonwealth of Australia, or the Dominion of New Zealand shall 
be placed and held at the disposal of the Food Controller. 

2. Prices Offered.—The cheese is taken over by the Food Controller 
from the original consignees, and the Food Controller will subsequently 
communicate to them the prices which he will be prepared to pay for 
the same 

3. Cancellation of Contracts.—Except as otherwise determined by 
the Food Controller in any particular case, all contracts for sale of 
any such cheese made by the original consignees or any persons claim 
ing under them are cancelled and sellers and/or buyers are to stand 
released from all liability as to brokerage 

4. ges of Arbitrator.—The arbitrator to determine in de 
fault of agreement the compensation for stocks euquieisionnd under the 
Order shall be appointed by the Lord Chief Justice of England. 

5. Furnishing of Particulars.—Original consignees of cheese are re 
~— to furnish to the Board of Trade, Whitehall Gardens, S.W. 1, on 

before the 9th June, 1917, full particulars of all engagements for 
p Boas: taken over whether bought, consigned, or agreed to be bought 
or consigned, date of shipment, invoice price and such other parti 
culars as may from time to time be required. 

6. Exception.—This Order shall not apply to cheese agreed to be 
bought by the Board of Trade. 

7. Vitle.—This Order may be cited as the Cheese (Requisition) Order. 
1917, 
Devonporr, Food Controller 
29th May. 


The Beans, Peas and Pulse (Retail Prices) 
Order, 1017. 


In exercise, &c., the Food Controller hereby orders as follows : 


1. Varimum prices for beans, peas and pulse.| Except under the 
authority of the Food Controller no person shall sell or buy or offer to 
sell or buy by retail any beans, peas or pulse of the descriptions men 
tioned in the Schedule at prices exceeding the prices applicable as 
therein specified 

2. Packages.|—The maximum price shall include all charges for bays 
ind other packages and no additional charge may be made “therefor. 

3. Method of sale and use.j—All such peas, beans and pulse shall be 
sold by weight only, and shall be used only for human consumption 

4. Fictitious transactions.|—No person shall in connection with a sale 
or proposed sale of any article to which this Order applies enter or offer 
to enter into any fictitious or unreasonable transaction or make or pro 
pose to make any unreasonable charge 

5. Penalty.|—lf any person acts in contravention of this Order or aids 
or abets any other person in doing anything in contravention of this 
Order, that person is guilty of a summary offence against the Defence 
of the Realm Regulations, and if such person is a company every dire¢ 
tor and officer of the company is also guilty of a summary offence 
iwainst those regulations unless he proves that the contravention took 
place without his knowledge or consent 

6. Title of Order.|—This Order may be cited as the Beans, Peas and 

Pulse (Retail Prices) Order, 1917 

DEVONPORT, Food Controller 
29th May. 

The Local Government Board by arrangement with the Food Con 
troller hereby determine that the provisions of the Local Authorities 


Food Control) Order (No. 1), 1917, shall’ apply to the above Order of | 


the Food Controller as if that Order were mentioned in column 1 and 
the whole of that Order were mentioned in column 2 of the Schedul 
to the Local Authorities (Food Control) Order (No. 1), 1917 
Dated this first day of June, 1917 
F. J. Witirs, Assistant Secretary 


SCHEDULE 


Until During | Onand 
—_—— June 30, July, ‘after Aug., 
1917. 1917. 1917. 


per lb. per Ib. per Ib. 

Large Butter Beans ... : 10d. 9d. 8d. 

White Haricot Beans... = 8d. 7d. 6d. 

Coloured Haricot Beans. 74d. 64d. 54d. 
9 


Blue and Green Peas (whole 9d. 9d. 

and split). 
Large Manufactured Lentils 8d. 8d. 8d. 
Small Manufactured Lentils 7d, 7d. 7d. 
Yellow Split Peas _.... ‘in 6d. 6d. 6d. 


! 





ROYAL EXCHANGE 
ASSURANCE. 


INCORPORATED A.D, 1720. 


FIRE, LIFE, PLATE GLASS, | SPECIAL TERMS GRANTED TO 


ACCIDENT, BU RULARY, LIVE STOCK, | 
EMPLOY ERS LIABLL xt! THIRD P ARTY, ANNUITANTS 
MOTOR AR, LIFT, BOLL ER: | 

| WHEN HEALTH IS IMPAIRED. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEES. 





The Corporation # prepared to act as TRUSTEE and EXECUTOR. 


Apply for full particulars of all classes of Insurance to the Secretary— 
HeAD Orrice: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C, 3. 
LAW Courts Brancu: 29 & 30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C. 1. 











Societies. 
The Union Society of London. 


rhe society met at the Middle Temple Common Room on Wednesday, 
6th June, 1917, at 8 p.m. The subject for debate was That all 
food prices be fixed by the Government.’ Opener Mr. Stranger ; 
opposer, Mr. Willson. The motion was carried 


Society of Public Teachers of Law. 


General Smuts, K.C., LL.D., has accepted the invitation of the 
general committee of the Society of Public Teachers of Law to become 
an honorary member of the society The annual meeting of the society 


will be held on Friday, 6th July 


Military Service Exemptions. 


The juestion of one-man businesses, says the Zimes, came before the 
( souls of London Appeal Tribunal (Law Society Section) on Wednes 
day The chairman, Mr. A. Richardson, M.P., said the case, which was 
in regard to an appellant named Smith, came before them some weeks 
ago. The case went to the Central Tribunal, and statements had been 
made about it in the Press, which shewed that it was not popularly 
understood 


The appellant, aged thirty-two, was married, with a wife and child, 





and he was passe 1 for general service He was the sole proprietor of 
a hosier’s shop in Holborn, the goodwill of which he brought for £761 
five years ago. He applied to the Holborn Tribunal for exemption on 
| the ground that he was entitled to such exemption as owner of a one 
|} man business. Havin iven three months’ exemption, the Tribunal 
| later refused a renewal, and dismissed the application in view of the 
| needs of the Army The appellant then came before the Law Society 
and received three months’ exemption, the Tribunal deciding that the 
| appellant was unable to get anyone to manage his business, and that 
| if he were called up, the goodwill would be wholly destroyed. Leave 
| to appeal was given to the Military Representat ves, and the Central 
Tribunal confirmed the decision of the Law Society 
The case was of far-reaching importance, added the chairmar Dive 
| decision did not alter the law, or give anyone the right to exemption 
who was not before entitled to it Che only effect would be to remind 


Tribunals that, however great the pressure brought on them to refuse 
exemption, applicants vere entitled, not as a privilege, or as a matter 
of discretion, but as a legal right, to receive exemption when thev 
had established to the satisfaction of the Tribunal that serious hardship 
would ensue owing to exceptional business obligations if they were 
called up The Tribunal was not entitled to refuse exemption hec ause 
the applicant was in such circumstances a young man fit for general 


service 


Double Income Tax within the 
Empire. 


The following letter appeared in the 7'imee of the 7th inst 

Sir.—The Committe stage of the Finance Bill will hortly he taken 
in the House of Commons, and it is most important that the grave 
injustice of double income tax should be remedied, or at any rate miti 
vated pending re adjustment after the war The facts are as follows 

Under our present system of taxation an individual or company resi 


dent in the United Kingdom but owning property in the Dominions or 
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India is liable for income-tax in the country in which the income is 
of the income-tax 
As prior to the war 
was small or negligible, 
owing to the war income-tax 
, and similarly in order to pay 
war, high taxes are 
, notably in Australia, India, and 
is that overseas property owners resident 
g a double burden for the same 
cognized this injustice by a rebate 


earned, and is then 
United Kingdom where the income is received 
the income-tax in the Dominions 
no great hardship was Ive 
levied at a very high rate 
for the magnificent 
levied on the income earned 
South Africa. The net 
in the United Kingdom 
and the same Army 


of 1s. 6d. on a previous 


} 


which may be reg 


when to th 1s 


it will be realized 
individuals It is 
but the matter is to 


consequence the 


have already moved 
Dominions and India 


confiscation 


At a time when 
all parties it is monstro 


In pen alization 


mits to the House 


should permit so 


The honour of 

THOMA ERSKINFE 
Professor of Intert 
Oxford 


EK. Marsuann Hau 
Lancashire, 1900-06 
1910-16 Mr. Marshall 


vear 


D. STEWART Swirn 


Lancaster since 1912 


of Trade, and 


to Board of Trad: 
ing bod: of Manches 
Lieutenant temp 
member of the firm 
treet, E.C. 3, has 
severely \“ unded ! 
wounded on an Eastern front 
Mr. Epwarp WILLIAM 
been appo nted to he 


Parsons, K.C 


Milner Jone vas 


Circuit 


Mr. John Dawson 


barrister-at-law 
settled estate of 


Mr. Frederic John 
don, has been elected president, and Mr 
& Sons), Liverpool 
Chartered Accountants 
f Munitions announces that he has made further orders 
under which forty-four addit 
establishments have been declared controlled establishments 
tblishments is now 


The Minister 


under the Muniti 


number of controlled est 


On the occasion 
court, with regard to the 
his lordship remarked upon the excessive costs incurred in proportion 
of property which passed at the death 


to the smal! amount 
, and an explana 


marks attracted 


tion of the circumstances appeared in the 7':mes 
says the 7'imes, before the Court on Wednesday, and 


matter was again 


his lordship said 
subject, and he was satisfied that the solicitors 
Bristol) had acted very fairly and properly, 


eoats had he en ine irred 


The Judicial Committee « 
on Wednesday 
Edge, Mr. Ameer 
inclndes thirty-four appeals 
the Gold Coast, 1 each ; 





six judgments to be delivered. 


assets of companies. 


ontributions to the 
of an estate in the Sudan. 


Among the Canadian appeals, says 
the Z'tmes, is one in which a railway company was indicted for per 
mitting overcrowding in its carriages. In an Indian appeal there is 
a claim by the trustees of a Hindu temple to forest lands in which are 
, which are the objects of worship. Two of the Australian 
cases relate to the duty payable on the winding-up and transfer ot 
The Egyptian appeal concerns the development 








e-tax plus supertax in this country, 
grievance, especially to private 

['reasury that the injustice exists, 

conference is held after the war. 

happened, and several great businesses 
ire moving their headquarters to the 

June 11 Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. 
«+ 12 Leach 


of Imperial Preference is admitted by 
that the House of Commons should indulge 
Imperial Mission sub 
ss an inequality to continue.--Yours very truly, 
Henry Pace Crort, Chairman of the Imperial Mission 


7, Victoria-street 





Legal News, 


Honours and Appointments. 


“ul has been conferred upon COURT OF APPEAL. 

On the first day of Trinity Sittings (Tues- 
day, June 5), Appeal Motions (Exparte) 
and Interlocutory and Final Appeals 
from the Chancery, Probate and Divorce 
Divisions and Chancery (General List) 
will be taken in this Court, 


for the Southport 
, loxteth Division of Liverpool, 
ppointed Rec wrder 


Tuesday, 5th June — Exparte Applica- 


took all appeals 
i member of the govern 
Wednesday, 6th June — Final Appeals 

from the King’s Bench Division will be 
and continued until further 


ind Liverpool Universities 


varded the Military Cross 

and has since been slightly Cuancery Cover III. 
Mr. Jostice NEVILLE. 

The Business in this Court (except when 


of Merthyr Tydvil in place of Mr otherwise advertised) will be taken as 


-«eeeee Sitting in chambers 


..Fur cons and non-wit list 





Lorp Omaycetior’s Covrr, 
Ma. Justice EVE. 
. +. Obamber Summonses 


Administrator Genera 


Wednesdays ..Non-wit list 


1dministration of a small estate near Bristol, 


DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY 
(PROBATE & DI- 
VORCE), AND THE COUNTY 


NARIES COURTS 


| resumed their sittings 
The Board was composed of Lord Dunedin, Sir John 
The list of business 
from Australia, 3; Canada, 6; Egypt and 
India, 19; and the Prize Courts, 4. There are 


Walter Phillimore, 
Trusts Macleay v Arbuthnot & 


(s o to Michaelmas) 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 1. NEVILLE. Evx. 
Borrer Mr. Bloxam Mr. Jolly 
Goldschmidt Borrer Synge 
Leach Goldschmidt Bloxam 
Church Leach Borrer 
Farmer Church Goldschmidt 

Farmer Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ASTBURY YOUNGER. PETERSON. 
Mr. Farmer Mr. Church Mr. Leach 
Farmer Church 
Jolly Farmer 
Bloxam Synge Jolly 
wrrer Bloxam Synge 
Goldschmidt Borrer Bloxam 


TRINITY SITTINGS, 1917. 


Thursdays ...... Non.wit list 


Laucashire Basiness will be taken on 
Thursdays, the 14th and 28th Jane 
and the 12th and 26th July 

Fridays ..........Mots and non-wit list 


Cuancery Covar I. 
Mr. Justice SARGANT. 

Except when other Business is adver 
tised in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 
Sargant will take Actions with Wit 
nesses tliroughout the Sittings. 


Cuancery Covrr Il. 
Ma. Justice ASTBURY. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 


Caancerry Covrr IV. 
Mr. Justice YOUNGER. 


Mondays ........ > gpnned summonses 

p Sht caus, pets, fur con 

Tuesdays . .... and non-wit list 
ae under Trading with the 

nemy Acts will be heard on each 
Tuesday afternoon 

Wednesdays oe ts 

Tharsdays ... } Non-wit list 

Fridays ... ..... Mots and non-wit list 


Caancery Covart V. 
Mr, Justice PETERSON, 
Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout thie 
Sittings. 


APPEAL. 


SITTINGS, 1917. 

The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken wil’, from tin 
time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
FROM THE. CHANCERY DIVI 


In re Griffiths & Rigge’ Leas 
Dame Griffiths & anr v E Rigg 
(s o until further order) 

Amalgamated Properties of Rho 
desia (1913) ld v Globe and 
Phenix Gold Mining Co !d 
(Fixed for June 6) 

In re Charteris Charteris v Bid 
dulph & ors 

In re Same Same v Same 

In re Charteris Charteris v Bid 
dulph 

Veithardt & Hall ld v Rayland 
Bros Id 








od 
th 


June 9, to1? 
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Chaproniere vy Lambert 

In the Matter of an Application by 
the National Cash Register Co 
for the Registration of a Trade 
Mark, No, 362,128, and In the 
Matter of the Trade Marks Act 
1905 Same v Same, No. 367,350 

Diamant v Johnson & Co (Whole- 
sale Costumiers) Id 

In re John Parker, dec 
Stewart & ors 

In re William Harrison, dex 
& ors v Harrison & anr 

In re Sir Richard Powell Cooper, 
Bart., dec Foot & anr v Coope 
& ors 

Gateshead Guardians v The Dur- 
ham County Council 

South Manchurian Syndicate Id v 
Bush 

In re Trusts of the Will of Robert 
Ratcliffe, dec Bowley v Bowley 


FROM THE PROBATE 
DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1917. 


Thomag Hamilton Tedlie v Char 
lotte Wright Tedlie orse Char 
lotte Wright Spiller 

Plummer vy Plummer (Dorothy 
Frances Plummer, Intervener 
the King’s Proctor showing 
cause) (Fixed for Ist day 
Trinity) 


White v 


Wood 


AND 


FROM THE COUNTY PALA- 
TINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List.) 

1917. 

Smith v Smith 
(Interlocutory List.) 


The United Earthenware Manufa 
turers Id v Riley & Lindley 
Same v Same 
FROM THE CHANCERY AND 
PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DLVISIONS, 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1917. 
McLaren & ors v Thomson & ors 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVI 
SION, 


STANDING IN THE 
List. 


* ABATED’ 


(General List.) 
1914. 


Actiengesellschaft Fur Anilin Fa 
brication in Berlin and anr Vv 
Levenstein ld (s o until after 
termination of war) 

In the Matter of Letters Patent 
granted to Edward Mertens, No. 
17,198 of 1904, and In the Matter 
of the Patents and Designg Acts, 
1907 and 1908 {s o one week's 
notice on either side to restore) 

BENCH 


FROM THE KING'S 


DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re Mrs. Mary Helen Williams, 
Widow (expte The Debtor v 
Messrs, Billett, Campbell & 
Grenfell, the Petitioning Credi- 
tors, the Official Receiver, and 
E. J. Palmer, the Trustee) No. 
1047 of 1912 

In re H. W. Shaw, trading as The 
Realm Machine Co. (expte. the 
Bankrupt v the Official Receiver 
and the Trustee), No. 695 of 
1914 








FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
APPEALS AND Motion IN BANK- 
RupPTCY “* ABATED.”’ 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re J F P Yeatman (expte Henry 
Miller v The Trustee and the 
Debtor), No. 863 of 1910 

Motion. 

In re Bernard Boaler expte Ber- 
nard Boaler vy The Ofncial Re 
ceiver & ovs), No 918 of 1909 (8 0 
generally) 

Appeal. 

In re A Debtor (expte the Debtor), 
No. 224 of 1916 (on the 14/7/16 
the C. A. discharged the ‘receiv 

ing order and stayed proceedings 

for six months, notice to peti 
tioner of any other petition. 

Costs of appeal, costs in petition, 

liberty to restore, deposit to re 

main in court) 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 
(Final and New Trial 
Hogarth Shipping Co ld vy Blyth, 


Green, Jourdain & Co ld (cay 
May 1) 


List.) 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 


DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1915. 

Parson v Nesbit 
death of deft) 

In the Matter of an Arbitration be 
tween Carruthers & Co ld and 
Danon Freres Part heard 

H. A. Stevens (Surveyor of Taxes) 
v E Boustead & Co (Revenue 
Side) 

Marion Brooke (formerly Marion 
Price) y The Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue (Revenue Side) 

Jn the Matter of an Arbitration 
between the Owners of steam 
ship Ariadne Christine and The 
Admiralty  (s Attorney 
Gen) 

Fraser & Chalmers ld vy the White 
cross Co ld 

Poulton v Le Fleming & ant 

Smith v Lewis 

Man & ors vy Bailey 

Waring v Moss Empires Id 
before June /) 

Seatty v Mayor &c of Salford 

In the Matter of an Arbitration 

Panoutsos and Ray 

New 


s 0 notice ol 


o for 


(Not 


hetween 
mond Hadley Corpn of 
York 

In re an 


Arbitration between 


Anglo-Russian Merchant Traders | 


ld and John Batt & Co (London) 
ld 

The Chinese Antimony Co Id ¥ 
Ocean Steamship Co Id 


In the Matter of an Arbitration | 
Bond and West | 


between John 
Yorkshire Collieries of 
Charlesworth Id 
out scheme 
H O Brandt & Co v 
& Co ld 
J Lionel 


J od 


H N Norris 


Barber & Co ld y 


Deuteche Bank (Berlin) London | 


Agency 
Potter v Ashby 


A Hitchin & Co v F Ripley & Co | 


ld 
Tong v Adamson 
Hardy and anr y Strath Steamship 
Co ld 


| Savage v Harvey 

Morrison vy The Lord Mayor &e of 
Shettield 

Brayshay vy White & Poppe ld 

(reorge Hattersley & Sons ld vy 
Crompton & Sons ld 

New Zealand Shipping Co ld v 
Societe des Ateliers, &« 

Makovski vy Purchase 

Hayward vy Drury Lane Theatre 
ld and Moss Empires Id 

Tebbitt Bros v Smith 

Foster & Crantield y Castiglione 
Sons & Scott 

The Industrial Manufacturing Co 
Baxenden) ld v The E 
Spinning Co ld 

Wells v Sillem 

Northern Steel and Hardware Co 
Id v John Batt & Co (London 
ld 

In the Matter of the 
Holdings Act, 1908 
Dixon 

Damman & Diamont v Waring & 
Gillows 

tio Tinto Co ld v Ertel, Bieber & 
Co Same y Vereinigte Konigs & 
Laurahutte <Actien CGesellechaft 
Fur Bergeau 
Same v Dynamit Aktiengesell 
SB haft (Vorm Alfred Nobel & Co) 

Hibbs ld v Mountain, Sons & Co 
Horwich, 3rd party) 

Willesden Foundry and Engineet 
ing Co ld v Electrical Contracts 
and Maintenance Co Id 

Bhabha v Bhumgara 

Williams v Rhondda 
Co ld 

G&C & E Nuttall and Sons ld y 
Fiske 

Trebeck vy Crondace 

Countess of ‘Warwick 3S.S, Co v 
Le Nickel Societe Anonyme 

In the Matter of an Arbitration 
The <Anglo-Northern Trading 
Co ld vy Emlyn Jones and Wil 
liame 

Morgan & Sons v Park & Sone Id 

Davies v Rhondda Urban District 
Council 

Newsum & Co ld v Bradley and all 
other Owners of Steamship 
Jupiter 

Goldrei Foucard & Son v Sinclair 
and the Russian Chamber of 
Commerce in London 


lenroad 


Agricultural 


Morse V 


Tramways 


Duff v Ammonia Soda Co 1d 

Robinson and anr vy Will:am 
Whiteley ld 

Sutcliffe v Freeman 

Moor Line ld v Louis Dreyfus & 
Co. 

Wrench v Broadwest Filme Id 

Seligman v Poynter & anr Pontie 
v Seligman & anr 


Huttenbetrice 


Palladium (Southport) ld v Formby ‘ 


} 
| 
} 
| 


Lowland 8.8. Co ld v Bromley & 
Son : 

Pile v Erroll 

Granden v Rice & anr (South Coast 
Trades Finance Assoc ld. 3rd 
party) 

L, Walford & Co and ors y Blaen- 
avon Co Ik 

Lloyd Royal Belge Societe 
yme v Stathatos 

Nouvelle D’Armement v 
Saunders & Co ld 

Sh pton v Lord May vr & 
. ty of Cardiff 

F W Heilgers & Co v Cambrian 
Steam Navigation Co ld 

rFROM THE PROBATE, DI 
VORCE, AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (ADMIRALTY) 


With Nautical Assessors, 
(Final List.) 

1917 

1916 Folio 892 


Steamship Melanic 
Steamship San 


Anon- 
Societe 


of the 


San Onotre 
Owners ot 
Owners ot 
Onotre damage) 
The Rafael—1917—Folio 369 iy 
Premnet \ Owners of | ss, 
Rafael (salvage) 

Without Nautical Assessors. 
Final List.) 
Ingstad--1915—Folio 510 Holman 
ld v T P Rose ld (demurrage) 

{s o till further order) 


THE KING'S 
DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List 
1916 
In the Matter of a Petition of Right 
of Marconi’s Wireless Tele 

graph Co ld s o for a day to 
be fixed) 
Norman, C H vy Brooke 
Wulff, E v Louis Dreyfus & Co 
IN RE THE WORKMEN'S COM- 
PENSATION ACTS, 1897 AND 
1906 
From County Courte 
Judgment Reserved 
Main Colliery Co ld + 
{c av May 9) 


KROM BENCH 


Cariton 
Clawley 
IN RE THE WORKMEN'S COM 
PENSATION ACTS, 1897 AND 
1906 
From County Courte 
1917 
Baker v Coleman 
Nixon's Navigation Co ld ¥v 
Thomas (To come on with anr) 








Contracting | 


is the title of a 


of Canada” Offices. 





“A SURE INCOME FOR LIFE 


book 


rates than any other first-class Company. ¢ 
over £15,000,000, invested in strict accordance with 
Canadian Government requirements. 


J. JUNKIN (Manage r). 


SUN LIFE OF CANADA, 217, Canada House, 
Norfolk Street, London, W.C. 


which 
information about all kinds of Annuities. 


will be sent free on application at the “Sun Life 
This Company quotes lower 


” 


interesting 
A copy 


gives 


Assets 
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Maydew v The | t W hit H mr Inland } In re Peter Tay! dec Bailey v | London County Commercial Re 
field ( 3 ld R R ie S lay Insura Office Id (pet 
Jarmar Leeds For Co Id J Wm Eva f Owen Vv Danske Genforsikring Akt 
Walk Lampton and Hept ( 1915 Ow selskat Danish Re-Insurance 
lieries Id (i E Gordon, dee Gordon y | Co)—stand over from May 22 
Sper Ow J M ze ( fsord 1917, to June 19, 1917 
tous H , r I nd R ! R | I ; | \ ite ¥ Provir ul Motor Hiri ( 
Richard vy Dicks & Re al le Sie Bomfield petn of Anglo-America 
Mareh Pope & P I R Ack ‘ ale Haworth v Co ld and ors tand ver 


Moak« Blackwell ¢ 1 ant tory List \ May 
Smith v Red; B & 1016 I : Hunt’s Will Lloyd v } United Electri 
Brook v Henry Lodu l ies Gard i New Bioscope Trading ( 
Walters v T Wa \ i Soa x 5 1 1 if X I » { ird W ex nie Canadian United Gold Field 
Ser Brodsw ( Cc | f ’ I R Me le \I v Towers pet f Debenture ¢ 
FROM THE KINGS BENCH renerally ES | \l ler Intime Productior ld 
DIVISION ( I 


HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION 2 neeane wae Os SEE tion of Capital 
PRINITY SITTINGS, 1917 I Hicklin, d Public Trustee | Cooper Steam Digger Co ld 


Notices Rt NG To THE CHANCERY CavsE List , ; _ 





the 12t and Zbt J | | H W < 

M Juatice S NI | | t 1 | | le R j 1 i Mat 3 14 
DD ( se | NI Just ‘N j H ve g bly 
Lardship W | t > , - y Brov . y Edison 5 Kk tric Co ld 

Mr. J \ Ul I pt wher | ‘ lye é th Beat lered on May 4, 1917, t und 
Daily Cause | Ir. Justice ASTRURS eit the disposal of H In re E H Burchmore’s Trusts over generally 
Lordship's Witness List t hout the Sittings tel eo 

Companies (Winding Up) and 


Chancery Division. 
Motions. 
Aublet Harry & Co ld (to stay 


Mr. Justice PETERSON.—Except when other Busin¢ advertised it ie Deher 
the Daily (a ly \ ' \\ t bine rou a I EH a H 1asey V Hill 


the Sittings I re S amuel eveer v A 
Sum ses before J ( Mr. J N EM i H Semeci, ¢ Keyser v ceedings—ordered on Aug 
Justice Eve, and M Just \ NGI t Court every Monday l eR] ’ ala 1916, to stand over genera 
during the 8 ‘ ( ‘ ~ “ Voss “ , K ; si retained by Mr. Justice Sargant 
Law Life Assce Sox for payme 


Summonses Adjourned into | t N Witn \et I WwW G t, de Gini +5. 3 'L 
1. Aug 


heard bw Mr. Justice Nev i M Justice Evi nd M Justices Palme out of Comy — 
Aci int rdere 0 


in the Tr 


Du I > % J t Pet ¢ iry | sla 
Jan 16, 191 » stand 
Witness Act “ Nilfields ld RH 
Mr. Justi SARGAN VW List Sal e ‘ 1914 Be ra 
Youncer, JJ Batavia Plantat I 
‘ « ] } 


Dav H i M J ¥ | ] lune ¢ I . ( R ( | Ene , ’ Scottish \ 
Eve . S June € | ’ Fe & | NI gage and Investm«e ( 
I ] L ~ | i ' | M @ . St , M >) 17 . nt ger . 
v Pitma es 0 hie @ sol 








und Ad is Vl > | G il O is Sup] \I 
In re Rab | l Ca d I | t \ ( f ( ld (d 1 De 
I re H lerse & Mansfield I \ M May, de Kywwa Ma Cooda Clay & (‘o ld and k and documents 1 | 
appin I re Courts (Emerg: M J ‘ R Row de ta ne v f I "May 22 1917, to ( Feb 27, 1 117, to sta 1 ove Py 
Powers) Act t before Nov 8 Newman J 12, 1917 generally) ' 








June 9, 1917 
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Army Motor Lorries and Wagon } 


Co ld (on proof of A H Green 
with witnesees—ordered on 
March 21, 1917, to stand overt 
generally) 

Moylett’s Stores ld (to vary list of 
contributories—ordered on April 
3, 1917, to stand over generally 


—retained by Mr. Justice Ast 
bury) 
N.B. Exclusives ld (priority of 


payment under film hiring agree 
ment) 

Angelo Exclusives ld (priority of 
payment under film hiring agree 
ment) 

National Standard Life Asace 
Corpn Id (to vary list of contri 
butories) 


Before Mr. Justice Eve. 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 


In re W England’s Trusts Dobb 
v England 

Bruty v Edmondson 

Same v Same 

In re Chateau-Thiery’s Settle- 


ment Uhlig v Greenhill 
Uhlig v Uhlig 
In re Richard Crispin & Co’s appln 
In re Trade Marks Act, 1905 
Shaw v Scottish Widows Fund 
In re Rotary Photographic Co ld 
Erhardt vy The Company 
re Leslie Melville’s Settlement 
Leslie Melville v Pym (in camera) 
(to be interposed at 2 o’clock on 
June 5) 
In re RS Gray, dec Gray v Gray 
In re Gillies’ Settlement In re 


Ii 


Trustee Act, 1893 Archer v 
Penny 
In re Lawford Lawford vy Enfield 
In re Breary, dec Bassett v 
Bridger 
In re Denby’s Trusts G uy 
Denby 
In re Hy Adams, dec Adams v 
Adams 


In re Tremayne’s Marriage Settle 
ment Buchanan v Tremayne 
n re Wm Lang, de Rage v 
Hamilton 

In re H P Rutter, de 
Turnbull 

In re Bossier, dec 
mond 

In re John Pendleton, dec 
v Pendleton 

In re W F Gattey, de 
v Gattey 


Scott v 
Bossier v East 
Lamin 


Hammond 


Before Mr. Justice SARGANT. 
Retained Matters. 
Adjourned Summonses, 

In re James Handley, de 

In re James Handley, dec Sheldon 
v Attorney-Gen pt hd 6 0 
generally) 

In re John 


combe v Bowen 


Liscombe, dex L s 
s o generally) 


Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 
From Mr. Justice Eve’s List.) 
In re an Application by R Leh 
mann & Co and In re The Trade 
Marks Acts 
Hay v The Fanvac Co s o to 
April 15, 1918) 
Wainwright vy Lewin 
to June 5) 
Dauncey v Richards (s o 
ally) 
Price vy Richards (s o generally) 


pt hd 6 0 


yenel 


| 


Adjourned Summonses, a7 


From Mr. Justice Eve’s List.) 


In ve Daniels, dec 
V asesal] 

Lambert v Rendle 

Birn Bros y Reene & Co 


Daniels v 


Causes for Trial. 
With Witnesses 
In re Thornton, de Thornton v 
Ruston 
In the Matter t Ralph Ha ‘8 
Patent, No 21.353 of 1913 and 
In the Matter of the Patents and 
Designs Acts 1907 and 1908 


i3 oO 


In re the Pate ind Designs Act 
1907 and In re Letters Patent, 
No 18,047 of 1903 granted to 8 Z 


t 
Fixed for Oct 23 


Patent gr 


Ferratti 
In re 
Stahlwerk Becker 
of 1912 and In re the Patents 
ind Designs Act 1907 petition 
Murex Co ld y Marshall, Cotterell 
& Co 
Bedford Chai 
Cinema ld 
Carlyon v Ward 
Pyke v Gibson 
Garrett v Vaughan 
Wainwright v Weston 
St Catherine College v Rosse 


Thomson y St Catherine College 


Letters 


ity v New The 


June 11) 


Before Mr. Justice AstpuRy. 
Retained Matte 

Companies (Winding Uy 
Court Summons. 

Movlett’s Stores ld pt hd 


I 


Adjourned Summonses 


In re Stock Stock v Stock pt hd 
In re Osborne Webb v Reichwald 
? pt hd 

In re A F Lehmann, dec Lehmann 


vy Lehmann 


In re Walmsley Walmsley v 
Metropolitan Convalescent Inst 
tute 

Pet tion. 

In re John Davey, dec Pisk v 

Michell (restored 


Causes for 
With Witnesses. ) 
vy Gunn 
Fox Film Co ld 


] 
tussell 


MacElwee 
Heilgers 


farnes Urban District 





Caple 

Mecheri v 

Russell vy 

Wilson yv 

Robinet 

Millman v 
Council 

Crosbie v Knowles 

In re Sutterfield, dex Butterfield 
v Butterfield 

Hammond v Evans 


Before Mr. Justice YOUNGER. 
tetained Matters 
Causes for Trial 


(With Witnesses 


The Cannon Brewery Co ld v 
Central Control Board (Liquor 
Traffic) pt hd 
Graham v Carter 


June 20 


the Trading 


Attorney-Gen v Ingram 


Applications unde 


with the Enemy Acts, 1914 
1916 

In re Rickmers Reismuhlen Rh« 
derei and Schiffbau, A G enemis 
& 

In re Papierfabrik Hermes & Cie 


G mb H enemies & 


) 
ante ] to | 


A G No 27,838 | 


| Clements v Whitehead 


MANCHESTER District REGISTRY In re Tweedale’s Settlement Ed- 
Application undé Trading wit! wards v Tweedale ‘ 
the Enemy Acta. 1914 t 7 16 General Banking Corpn v Romain 
: . In re King Jackson y Attorney- 
I e Moritz Berl, an enemy Ch . H 
) e 14 I re Flore de Lydell Vv The 
H poera Ss ¢ 
Further | In re Knowl d Knowles v 
I I I Mea I Na Newmat 
ul daa Ir . 3 hd } 
(June 6 Before Mr, Justice Pererson. 
Causes for Tria it Witnesses | Retained Adjourned Summons. d 
ind Adj ed s monses | John Vipond Id v Blaenavon Co ld 
I I wick Douglas v Fer Causes for Trial. 
=e + ee 4 wiibiate: af I | (With Witnesses.) 
eS 1 Land Acts | Black Mountain Silica Co v Col- 
Drackley v Walker hery Investment Trust (June 12) 
Boret v Walter Caswell v London C ty and Mid- 
In re ~Forbes-Sempill Settlement land Bank (not before Michael 
\ B k pt hd s mas H 
Ju } Norman v Norman | 
In re Samuel \ irley d Varley Giles v Scott not before June 7) } 
v Varley rhe Ammonia Soda Co ld vy Cham- 
Lindlar v Ferdinando (June 13 berlain pt hd 
In re W A Watts, de Langmore | Rowley v Rowley H 
v Watts The Pure Russian Liquid Paraffin H 
| e F W Godtre: Lex rodfrey Co ld v Overstraeten | 
v if Wethered v Morris ! 
I ! Curz le Curz \ MacCarthy v Mrs. Bull ld i 
Newtor Same v Same 
| e Cha s Auat ale Austu Same v Same 
vy Auetrir Pearson Bros v Valentine & Co 
In A Cundy, de J In Blaxsim v Watson 
perial Brit Israel Asso Marlow v Wolverhampton and f 
| e Bardo dk Pub [ru Dudley Breweries ld } 
ee v Manga (rattan v Sacks 
In re John Elliott, dec Elliott y evy v Goldhill & Co 


L, 
tt Enderby v Clark 
I re L J Arnold le I I Browne v J & J Bennett ld 
L, 


Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874 epage v San Paulo Coffee Estates 
In re T H Neville’s Settlement ld 
Phelps v Hitchins Younghusband v Magnia 
I re Wernher’s Will Trusts | Hulme v Denton Urban District 
Wernher v Beit | Council 
In re Wm Budd, dé Jeremiah In re Templer, dec Strangways v 
ind a tudd and ors pt he lempler 
Boulder Williams Wint v Drucker 
KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
{ 
PRINITY SITTINGS, 1917. i 
CROWN PAPER. 
For Hearing 
The King Beverley U DC 
The King v City of Lond Income Tax Commi 
The King v Kensington Income*lax Commrs 


Colbourne & anr v Lawre! 


Che King v Commrs of Inland Revenue 





Denniss Hepworth 

Ihe King v St. George Hanover square, Income ‘Tax Commrs 
rhe King v Romsey Income Tax Commrs 

In the Matter of a Soh Exprte Phe Law Sox 

Davis.v Reynold 


Mousell Bros v L & N W Ry & 
Deakin v Stockbridge 


Holder v McCarthy 


Van Bauwel & Myens v La Compton Anversois S t« 

The King v Justices of Hertfordshire 

Wilson v Hall 

Pittar v Richardson 

lhe King v Commrs of Inland Revenue 

Higgon v Evans 

(srigg v Smith 

Agdesham Hunt 

Hawkey v Stirling { 
SrectaL PAPER 


For Judgment 
P Dixon & Sons ld v Hende ns Craig & C 
For He iring 
Lond United Tramwa L lon Count ( mel 


Nipon Shosen. &e v Société Miniere du T 

1 ld v Dutton Phosphate Co 
Tabb & at 
1 Ship; 


New Zeala ( v The 
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Fischel & Co v 


Owners of 


& Nuttet 
H Ford & Co 


MoTIONS 


(oodlake 
Plata*’ v 


ld 
FOR JUDGMENT’ 
Lane & « vy Polysiu 
Civic Paver 
For Argument 
United Tramwa i v London County Cour 
Mayor &« of Nort 


arker & David \ 


London 
iampton 
Bros 


Higgins v 


Gaskain, Bb lkart 


Hart v Thorne Bros. City of London Court Appl from Judge Atherle) 
Jones 

Silver v Rook County \ppl from Judg ham 

Sanderson v Mayor, & Wigan Cou Cour Appl from Judg 
Spen el Hogg 

Barton v Ruislip Dog Sa um Id County t <Appl fi Judge 
Bray 

Lobitos Oilfield 1 v Lords Commrs of the Admiralty 

Astley London & P: I il Aviation Co County ( irt Appl rom 
Judge Scu 

Pigott v Egertons County Court Appl from Deputy Judge 

Smith v M rgat init { irt Appl from J idge Hill Kelly 

Appl rrudential A e ( City of London Court Appl from Judge 
Rentoul! 

Clay v Hennen & ( ! Appl from Judge Woodfal 

Sargeant v Wat ( ty Court Appl from Judge Selfe 

Westacott v Hal 

Isaacs Arldge ‘ 1 ( t Ap} | from Judge B ay 

Gonsky & aut D Ka County | t Appl from Judge Cluetr 

Woods vy Crewe County Court Appl from Judge Howland Robert 

Vaughan & ( vy Giolders Green Amusement ¢ 

In the Matter of The ¢ i Dai Co & In the Mat f Davis County 
Court App! from Jud O'Co1 I 

Parsons vy Swains County Court Appl from Judge Lindley 

Porter & ( Rayner & ( 

REVENUE Paver 
English Information 
Attorney Gen and John Hen: Oviander & ant 
\ ase Stated 

W R SOnoeve ourve I { laxes und The Nat il Provir ial Bank f 
England Ld 

J P Haneock (Sur la ' General Re uary & Invest 
ment Co ld pt hd 

General Reversionary & Investment ¢ d and J P Hancock (Surveyor 
of Taxes pt hd 

Petitions under the Licen Consolidation) Act, 1910 
Walker & Homf: ys | X and ‘jhe nunrs of Inland Revenue e 
The Cheshire Chees« Leig! 

Florence Elsie Bennett and The Commrs of Inland Revenue (reé The 
Stork Hotel Hotwe id, and I} lap Cumberland-place, 
Bristol 

The Hereford & Tredegar Brewery Id & anr and The Commrs of Inland 
Revenue (re Fhe Victoria I Woodside, Dudley) 

Petit l I Act, 1894 

In the Matter of the Estate Jan Crossley | le 

In the Matter of the Estat M rue ft Abergavenny de 

In the Matter of the Estate of the Marquess of Abergavenny dec 

Death Dut 
In the Matter of the Estat« Ma brown Ha pel de 
Land Value Appeal from LD ion of Referee } 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue and The Trustees of the Settled Estates | 

of the Rt Hon Hugh Ce Ear { Lonsdale a 
APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY 


irts to be heard by a Divisional Court sitting | 


Appeals from County Co 
May 1917 | 


in Bankruptcy, Pending 25t! 


Motions in Bankruptcy for hearing before the Judge, Pending 25th May, 
1917, 
In re Juda Gurwiez v Expte T G Piper, the Trustee vy Mrs Rosa Gurwicz 
(second motion) pt hd 
In re D L B Castle, H M Castle & F 5 Castle (trading as “ 
Expte Haslam Bros ld v Sir Barclay Peat the Trustee 


Schloss Bros *’) 

















In re Tudor Bros & In the Matter of Evans v Evans (19165—E—No 57 
Expte John Sydney Bird the Receiver & Manager v Doyle Devonshi: 
and Co & T E Goodyear & J H Stephens the Trustees v J S Bird 
referred to Judge by Registrar under order, dated May 25, 1917, also 
certificates of Registrar, dated March 30, 1917, and May 11, 1917, f 
Judge's consideration) 
Appeals from County Courts heard by a Divisional Court sitting 
Bankruptcy, Pending 25th May, 1917, but Abated. 
In re A Debtor (No 22 of 1915) v Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditor & The Officia] Receiver Appl from the County Court 
Lancashire (Blackburn & Darwen) (24/7/16 s o generally liberty 
restore | 
In re A Debtor (No 22 of 1915) v Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditor & The Official Receiver Appl from the County Court 
Lancashire (Blackburn & Darwen) (24/7/16 remitted back to reheat ] 
appln and for all debts to be paid before Rece! ving Order rescinded y 
( 
( 
The Property Mart ' 
I 
Forthcoming Auctior. Sales. I 
June 12 —Mesers. HAMPTON & SONS, at the Mart: Freeholds (see advertisement, back u 
page, May 19). D 
Jun: M4, 21, July 17.—Messre. DANIEL SMITH, OAKLEY & GARRARD, at the Mart: 
Freehold Estates, &c. (see advertisement, back page, June 2). E 
June 14, 21.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & CRANFIELD, at the Mart: Reversions, &c., and E 
Freehold Properties (respectively) (see advertisement, back page, this weck). E 
June 27, 28. ~Messrs. HumBeEert & FLINT: Two big E tates at Coventry and Tamworth ‘ 
| (respectively), at 2«see advertisement, page iii., Juné 2). Fi 
— a G 
a i ~ Gi 
. ° ° f. 
Winding-up Notices. 8 
Hi 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY, IB 
JE 
London Gazette.—F ripaY, June 1. Jr 
MEXBOROUGH AND Disrrict Water Co, Ltp. (IN VoLUNTARY LIQUIDATION). 
Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send particulars of their devts or In 
claims to John Thompson, 58, Market st, Mexborough, liquidator. 
EL AMPARO MINE, LTD. - Creditors are required, on or before July 14, to send their Jo 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Braby 
Clefford, 21, Great Winchester st, liquidator. Ke 
Kr 
JOIN STOCK COMPANIES, Kx 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. , 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, June 5. La 
CRAIG LINS STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are to lodge their LE 
Sclaims, on or befure July 4. J. Row-Fogo, 13, George st, Edinburgh, Official Lit 
liquidator. ’ Lo 
RopeRT HARKNESS, LTD.—Creditors are to prove their debts or claims on or before , 
Jane 20, Donald W. McIntosh, 11, Paternoster bldgs, jiquidator. Ma 
Louts, LaFritTse, Ltp.—Creditors are required on or before June 14, to send their names M 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. Lacon Threlford z 
119 and 120, London Wali, liquidator. M 
LESLIE PULLAR, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 5, to send in their names a 
and addresses, with particulars of their debts and claims, tu Percy W. Straus, 7, (ireat Mn 
Winchester st, liquidator. 
PEKAY, Ltp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION.}—Creditors are required, or or before July 7 Mor 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Percy 
Weiller Straus, 7, Great Winchester st, liquidator. Mol 
LLo 
Net 
Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. ovr 
London Gazette—Fripay, June 1. ORG 
| Brougham and Richfield, Ltd. Prowodnik Tyre and Rabber Co, Ltd. Pra: 
Perfection, Ltd. ——e Light Railway, Ltd. 
Stanley Theatre Co, Ltd. ewis's, Ltu. PRN 
| sheffield Olympia & Provincial Rinks, Ltd. ii Amparo Mine, Ltd. P 
Brigade Advertising Co, Ltd HEI 
. PLAC 
London Gazette, —TUESDAY, June 5. 
Pekay, Ltd, Sutton Rinkeries, Limited. Prici 
Durham County Alllance Workmen's Club Great City Steamship Co, Ltd. Rick 
and Institute, Ltd. Bradford Steamship Co, Ltd. Row 
Willow Box Manufacturing Co, Ltd. Philograph Film Bureau, Ltd. RK 
Staffoidshire Chemical Co, Ltd. Louis Laffitte, Ltd. Roar 
Sorry 
I I | Surtr 
n re A Debtor (N lll 1916 Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning | rs : : 
| i ¥- 
Sieltter and The Gliclel Secciver " Aeel trem the Counter Geert al Winding-up of Enemy Businesses, —_ 
Essex (Chelmsford) London Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 1. STER) 
In re A Debtor (No, 3 1909 Expte Isaac Goldstein v Howard W Cox 
the Trustee Appl from the County Court of Northampt mshire (Peter 


borough) 


J, L. & P. WEIDNER.—Creditors are required, on or before June 15, to setid by prepaid 
post, full particulars of their debts or claims, to Geoffrey Bostock, 21, lronmonger, |p 
controller. 
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a. WALTER GroRGE, Tixall, Staffor!, Engineer July 18 Wilkins & Son 
Tttoxeter 
C dit + N ti TAYLOR, ARTHUR Epwin, Liscard, Chester, Cashier June 24 Lees, Birkenhead 
re 1 ors Oo 1ces. a, REt mm, Haywood, Hereford, Farmer and Builder July'16 Humfrys & Symonds 
erefor« 
° - THORNTON, ARTHUR, stric, Brishouse June 27 charc 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35+ ee oF ee Jue Reine, Bape 
THWAITES, CATHERINE Extz\, West Hartlepool June 22 Hayward & Co, West Hartle- 


Last DAY OF CLAIM, poo 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 25. TRATT, ANNE EMMA TRED, Bridgwiter, Somerset June 25 Bishop, Bridgwater 


ABRAHAMS, SOLOMON, Maida Vale Jaly 3 Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st Warp, IDA WARY, Manchester Junel5 Jellicorse & Co, Manchester 
ADAMS, MARY, Saltash, Corowall June 24 Cleverton & Son, Pl month 

AINSWORTH, Cyrus, Bury, Lancs, Narseryman June 28 R & W Page, Manchester 
ALLGoop, Ropert LANceLot, Alnwick June 25 Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle upon 





WEBB, CATHERINE, Tunbridge Wells July 10 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 
Wens, ROBERT GoppaARD, Brighton June 25 Weston, Brighton 

WIENOLD, FREDICH. Croydon June 25 Fowler & Co, Bedford row 

Worts, THOMAS, Sutton, Norfolk, Miller Jung25 Keith & Co, Norwieh 


yne 
ALLONBY, JOHN, South Shields July 1 Young, South Shiel:’s 
ANDREW, ELIzA, Telford av, Streatham Hill June30 Edmonds & Rutherford, Bishops- | 
gate : : i London Gazette.—TURSDAY, May 29. 
APPLETON, WILLIAM, Norton, Durham, Farmer June 18 Faber & Co, Steckton 
on lees 
BENJAMIN, LOUIS DAVID, Greville rd, Kilburn June 27 Emanuel & Simmonds, 
Finsbury sq 
BRAITHWAITE, WILLIAM, Liver, 001, Accountant June 30 Lindsay, Liverpool 


ALLISOV, WILLIAM, Leeds, log Manufacturer July 14 Nelson & Co, Leeds 
ALP ASS, ELL@N, Thornbury, Glos June 30 Veale & Co, Bristol 


AXE, MARGARET MARY, Southamp‘on July 9 Paris & Co, Southampton 


BROOKS, SARAH ANN, Littlehampton Jane 30 Curwen & Carter, Gray's inn sq BAILEY, SARAH, Cheltenham Jane 24 Jessop & Son, Cheltenhim 
BROUGHTON, FLORENCE, Tuustal! Hall, nr Market Drayton June 30 Warren & Co, | Banwam, MARY ANN GorpoN, Worthing June 22 Charles & Co, Worthing 
Market Drayton : " ‘ é - ae 
BUCKLEY, ROBERT SEEL, Spring Bank Mossley Yorks, Carrier July 1 Clayton & Son BAyst, ee = ANN, Snakes In, Woolford Green Ju'y 9 Whittington & Co, 
sishonsgate 


Ashton und>-r Lyne Bish: a 
CARDEW, SOPHIA KATHLEEN, Falmouth June 23 Rogers & Son, Palmouth BINNS, GEORGE Groves, Bradford, Stuff Merchant July 1 Lee, Bradford 


CARPENTER, DEBORAG, Holland Park, Kensington July ¢ Joseph & Hyam, Finsbury | BON*kR, CATHERINA, Colwyn Bay June 30 Crofton & Co, Manchester 
pymt ar Borer, MARTIN LUTHER, Ipswich, MasterJPlunber June 25 Birkett & Co, Ipswich 
CAWTHORNE, JANE, Hove, Sussex Juiy 9 Williams, Brighton ; ' 3 } : . . 
= BREWER, CHRISTIANA, Cirlton vale, Maida Vale July 7 Woodbridge & Sons, Ser- 
COLEMAN, EDWARD JAMES, Covent Garden Market, Po‘ato and Fruit Merchant June jeanta’ inn 
30 = ae po .. Jely 1 Miller, Weleall BROOKER, JOHN, Liverpool June 22 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
)ENHAM, WILLJAM HENRY, Nuneaton July iller, Walsa | : : : : 
I r . * “ew Whict 1. Cantert BURN, CHARLES, South Shields, Pilot Junie 21 Wheldon, South Shields 
ITCH, GEORGE EDWARD, Ramsgate July 7 Yhicheord, Canterbur > : = 
Dr . : y : y ; Burt, EMILY ELIZABETH, Winchester Jine30 Warner & Kirby, Winchester 
DoBRER, Harry Ropert, Nakiadeniva, Ceylon June 30 Freeman & Cooke, Surrey st ; 
a S CARROLL, RopeRt, Barnes, Bink Manager June 30 Marsden & Co, Henrietta st 
DuNN, JOHN HoRATIO, Rushford, Salford Priors, Warwick, Wholesale Haberdasher July Cavendish 84 


16 Pinsent & Co, Birmingham : ~ ’ ; 2 
Eqner, CHARLES FREDERICK, Pesl, Island of Man July 1 Pennington & Hizson, ee TTR, Essex grove, Central hill, Upper Norwood July1 Bridges & 
’, e on ay 


Livernool 4 ; 
EVERETT, JOHN GIFFARD, Wells,Somerset July 1 Mawer, Wells CHAPMAN, ISABELLA, All Saints’ Convent, St Albins June30 Marsden & Co, Henrietta 
‘ 4 i . et, Ca endish sq 


EVERSDEN, JOSEPH, Chesham, Bucks June 22 Francis & How, Chesham, Bucks CHATHAM, WILLIAM Luoyo, Netherton, Worcester, Breeze Merehant June 8 Cooksey 
INLAY, Lieutenant & Quartermaster J C, West Jesmond, Newcastle upon Tyne July 5 | & Co, Old Hill, Staffs 

“ sa trick & Co Sonuatie upon Tyne : 7 sina CHRISTI, JAMES, Consett, Durham, Colliery Overman June25 Aynsley, Consett 

GoopEvE, MARY, Smiths ter, Sloanesq July 23 Prestons, The Grove, Stratford | COATES, GEORGE, Packington st, Islington June 30 Lewis & Sons, Wilmington sq 


GooprER, CHARLES, Battle, Sussex July 10 Raper « Son, Battle | CRANSTOUY, CHARLES BRucR, Aston on Clun, Salop June 30 Maraton & Sons 
s, JEMIMA, Wellingt » sreford June 30 Uuderwood & Steel, Hereford Ludlow 

Sh, SN Se es Sune & ued e iio DRIGHTON-BRAYSHER, CAH\RLES, or CATHERINE ANNE DEIGHTON-BRAYSHER, Ashford 

Hares, WILLIAM, Wellington, nr Hereford June 30 Underwood & Steel, Hereford 


Middix June 30 Norton & Co, Old Broad st 
Hinons, Epwarp, Erdington, Warwick, Threshing Machine Proprietor July 10 | POVGHTY,SAMUEL,SheMfeld Janell Caanbers & Son, SheMeld 
Mitchell & Chattock, Birmingham 


Eyre, ELLEN, Sheffleld June1l Chambers & Son, Sheffield 
22 Ww , » p . . . . . 
IBBERSON, JOHN RICHARD, Manchester June 28 R & W Page, Manchester FRIEND, JoHN HENRY, Bristol, Farmer June 30 Sinnott & Son, Bristol 
JERVIS, AUGUSTA GRORGINA, Harlow, Essex Jitne 30 White, Colchester 


HARTLAND, GEORGE, Tipton, Staffs, Haulier June 19 Brothwood, Sedgiey 
$6 : y rLTO? st, M@, FSCS . $8 L e Gi . : P ; 
SS HYLTon, Harley st, Mii, FS2S July Long & Gardiner, HARVRY, JOSEPHINE, Bristol June 25 Hopzood & Dowsons, Spring gdns 


JILLINGS, CHARLES, Great Abington, Cambs, Farmer June 24 Partridge & Wilson,| Heywoop, Taomas, Crouch Eod, Manifacturer June 30  Bi-hop & Fenton-Jones, 
Bury St Edmunds Kingslan 1 High st 
Jonrs, THOMAS, Talybont, Carnarvon Farmer, June 30 Jones, Llanrwst, Denbigh Hirst, JANE, York July | Raworth & Co, Harrosate 
Kemp, Josgru, Horeham Road, Sussex June 24 Swann, Heathfeld, Sussex HoSKING, GEORGINA VALENTINE, Liverpool June 30 Laces & (>, Liverpool 
KENEHAY, JAMES, Bradford, Beerseller June30 Neill & Dawson, Bralford JONES, DAVID, Holywell, Flint Jan:»30 Roberts & Evans, Aberystwyth 
KNUTTEL, FREDERICK, Flitwick, Bedford, Grave! Merchant June 12 Sharman & | Keen, Prrcy,Shad Thames, Wharflager June 24 Jutsum & Jones, Queen Vic, 
Trethewy, Ampthill | toria st 
LANGELOTH, Jacos, New York, USA June 26 Paines & Co, St Helen's pl K®NDALL, CHARLES Ropgrt, Kennington gdns, Ilford June30 Durrant & Co, London 
WIS ris are aie ' ye :o iahe and South We:tern Bank, Limited, Fenchurch st 
“ vgn aap ade ni ange oy See Kaarir, Ezra Moses, Manchester, Mefchint June 23 Lee & Co, Manchester 
E, JOSE ENRY, C on, Surrey J 225 Guill » & Sons, i 2 . on 
aATTLE, JOGRPH HENRY, Couledos, Serrey Jane 25 Guillaume & Sons, Salisbury 04 KIRTOY, Ropert, Middlesbrough, Brewer's Manager June 24 Thompson, Middles- 
LonG, THOMAS, Bournemouth July 5 Bone, Bournemouth brough 





MASON, JAMES EBENEZER, Sutton, Surrey June 30 Mason, Finsbury pymt a Adelaide rd, West Ealing July 18 Hetherington, Bond st 


MERRIMAN, GEORGE FREDERICK MASKELYNE, Worcester Park, Surrey June 21 Hope | Lees, Sir HARcournT JAMES, Pembury July 10 Upperton & Co, Lincoln's inn elde 
good & Dowsons, Spring gdns ae ‘ “ - w iy tT t 
MILLIKEN, ANDREW, Bootle, Lancs June 30 Weightman & Co, Liverpool LETHBRIDGE, Sir ALFRED SWAINE, Barsiedon July7 Mossop, Water In, Great Tower s 
MITCHELL, CATHERINE BUCKNALL, Warwick ri, Earl's Court June 23 Wansey & Co, | /UCAS. EMMA Evizapetu, Rugby June2l G M &C Seabroke, Rugby 
u Moorgate st e —_ MOORHOUSE, ARTHOR, Manchester June 30 Towns, Manchester 
OOR LLE? 9AN CROS N i , 5 rse 2 is idg- , 
RE, ELLEN JOAN CROSSMAN, Chilton Pollen, Somerset June 25 Bishop, Bridg Mortimer, EMtLy Howe, Niton.I of W Jane 30 Backell & Drew, Ventnor 


water ‘ 
MORSY, AUGUSTA “RACE, Southsea June 30 Simpson & Bowen, New Broad st MORTIMER, OSCAR, Ipswich July 25 Jackaman & Sons, Ipswich 
LLOYD-ROBERTS, ADA HENRIETTA, Twickenham June 24 Blake & Co, Serjeants’ inn Morr, ALICIA SAR(H, Much Hadham, Herts Junel4 Gayton & dare, Much Hadham, 
Nerratt, WILLIAM, C ? Jackson & Son, 0 Herts 
» WILLIAM, Chadderton, Lancs July1 Jackson & Son, Oldham MYNORS, ANNE Towers, Tixall, Staffs July 13 Wilkina & Son, Uttoxeter 


OPPENHEIM, JAcon, Bournemouth, Cigar Merchant June 23 Zeffertt & Co, Urion ct 
Old Broad st ’ 
ORGAN, +e CHARLES, Shurdington, Glos, Builder Jun:30 Rickerby & Co, Chel- 
tenham . — p 
PRARSON, CHARLES EDWARDS, Stockport June 30 Blackburn & Walker, Manchester ena Lo tte eg eam, Seek, Coetne e Mads Just Chee 
vers, 5 0 
PENNILL, THOMAS WILLIAM, Manchester, Invoice Clerk July 23 Houstoun, Duchy of PETERS, JOHN pak Pepys rd, New Cross Gate Juie30 Trower & Co, New #4, Lin- 
P Lancaster Office, London coln’s inn , . , 
HELIZOT, CLAUDE RENB, Chicago, USA Jane30 C ward & Co, Mincing In Porter, HeNry Percy, Kensington Infirmary, Marloes rd, Surgeon June 30 Peacock & 
PLACE, RICHARD, Greenside Farm, over Wyresaale, Lancs June 10 Gibsons & Sturton, Goddard, South sq, Gray inn 
Lancaster POWELL, CHARLES, Chadwell Heath June 15 Phillips, New Broad st 
Paice, HARRY CHARLES, Orrington, Kent, Clothier July 1 Hodge, Bromley, Ker t RADCLIFFE, HANNAH, Colwyn Bay July 7 Heath & Sons, Manchester 
RICHARDSON, WILLIAM. Smalley, Derby, Firmer July 16 Briggs, Derby Rick, MARY ANN, Clevedon, Somerset June 30 O'Donog'ue & Forbes, Bristol 
RICKWoop, SARAH, Norwich June 23 Ladell Norwich | ROXBURGH, ROBERT, Weston sup»r More, Physician July 1 Smith & Sons, Weston 
RoBins, Tomas, Ilfracombe July 2 Rowe & Warren, Ilfracombe s sup : Mare at es wie @ Oa B , 
: ANDERS, JosEPH, Crawford st, B nston sq, Bull d y 10 ‘ing & Co, Dowgate 
SmivErEa, Jomn PALMER, Cambridge rd, Leytonstone July 23 Prestons, The Grove, hill Cannon st oman ciiee ct aie ieagion: is ‘ , 
S!ratford Scorr, WILLIAM JOHN, Manchester, Merch int 08 y Co, Manchester 
Surru, WAtrer, Rithmond rd, Liverjoolrd June24 Shaw & Son, King’s Bench walk, ‘ oe ie faachester, Merchwat July 10 Sutton & a 
. La 3 SMITH, MARY ANN, Wentworth, Yorks June30 Smith & Co, Seffiell 
an - oe JOHN, Birmingham, Works Manager June 30 Jaques & Sons, | SUTHERLAND, ARTHUR BENONI, Bedfor! July5 Morzan & Co, Old Broad st 
irmingham } 
STERN. Joser, Lyncroft mans, Hampstead, Cigar Merchant July 6 Zeffertt & Co TABERHAM, ReBeCCA, Manor gdna, Clapham Jane 22 Richardson & Co, St James’ at 
Union ct, Old Broad st TYLER, ELIZABETH Day, Woking June 30 Walls & Co, Old Jewry 


NEWE, Ropert James, Isledon rd, Islington July 18 King, Gray's inn sq 
OVERY, CHARLES EDWARD, Lanzdo Hills, Essex June 30 Russell & Sons, Coleman st 
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DANIELL, ELizaBeTu LeTitia, North side, Wandsworth common June 80 Coward & 

WESTLICK, ELIZABETH, Bat Se 

Wasson | Manewa A} ai sali th N , DE wuan, James CHARLES, Sandrock rd, Lewisham, Stevedore July 6 Read, High st 
ewisham 


VIVIAN, BRATRICR Mary, F V nts e230 Janson & Co, ( 


WHITE, HAMILTON, Re‘ for tt Ju . " tol ‘ 
DoLAN, Ronernr THOMAS, Eastbourne June 30 Poole & Robinson, Union et, Old 
Bro 
Downy, Grigadier-General Ropert HENRY WILLIAM, Wrexham July 9 Trower & Co 
New sq, Lincoln's inn 


ul St 


ADAM, MARY, Livery 
ELLIoTT, PurLip, Sunderland June 30 Ritson & Hope, Sunderland 


ASHMOLE, SARAH ANN ' Pasex June 3 - , lat 
BADDELEY, KATHLEEN AN | » July he nant Winches, | / Ll, J4MES, Woodford, Essex, Coffee House Keeper June 30 Rodyk & Co, Alderman. 
ter st y 
BOYLE. HENRY DAVID, St 1 " ‘ . NE, GEORGE, Littleover, Derby June 30 Simpson & Co, Derby 
DAVISON 4 \ } p , . ‘, THom 8, Upton, St Leonards Glos June 30 Bonnor, Glos 
Epwakps, Et t , ‘ rr e1 , _ ELLA ISaBet GEORGIE RIVERSDALR, Babbacombe July 2 Cole, Dawlish 
FURNIVALL, A : t ! t , , h . VINSON, FRANCES MARY ANNE, North side, Wandsworth common June30 Coward: 
& Co, Mincing In 
oe a “s se — aBOrOrt va Jul aaema {, CHARLES MATTIsON, Nottingham pl, London July 8 Foyer & Co, 
ex +t 
— a m - ~ — - - -" paereent ; » Pailon, sRE, SULA Lt Bournemouth July 4 Thorold & Co, Regent 8t 
Grove, WALTEI EDERICE nn k ‘ ; Bex fie an —— Wylde Green, Warwick, Commercial Traveller July 9 Harvey, 
li = t ! [UN ] aby y yi 4 mie erent fom, Poole July 10 Trevanion & Curtis, Poole 
Jaconssos, Louis, Lee ‘ " ver a . . rs, Joun ARTHUR, Grafton st, Westminster July 14 Atkey & Co, Sackv lle St 
KEEGAN, Very Rev GEnA nie iverpoo!l J Croydon Jur 3 Peard & Son, Croydon 
KNOWLES, Gronar, K ty , N NATHAN, Arkengarthdale, Yorks, Farmer July 31 Mudie, Darlington 
Morris, ALICE CHARI LOYD, THOMAS, Ne astle Emlyn, Cardiganshire July 9 Thomas, Chancery In 
O'NEILL, MARY, Livery ily hond , Marcu, WILL1aM, Worthing July 11 Grey & Willcox, Birmingham 
PARKER, Rosk MARIA ' — MARSDEN, BERTHA, Manchester Aug2 Houstoun, Duchy of Lancaster Office 
PARKER, JAMES MILLS, Maidenhes al Fac ; “Tn MAYNE, JouN DAWSON, Reading Jane 30 Burton & Co, Surrey st, Strand 
PARKMAN, ANN EI McFAtLANE, WILLIAM, Bickley, Kent June 30 Coward & Co, Mincing In 


Bedford row MeETCALFE, MARY JANE, Halifax July2 Learoyd & Co, Huddersfield 


PAYNE, JOSEPH, Sut NEVILE, ALMA GLADYS, Arksey Hall, nr Doneaster July Ford & Warren, Leeds 
NICHOLLS MARK, Bloxwich July 30 Evans & Son, Walsall 


PICKARD, LyDIA Hk 
theaw!, Gam, Commercial Clerk July 10 Branson & fon, 


Pico, EMILY GE 


SAYERS, Exocu, Le rhe I mbe r D Jun } & | 
Easex at, Str KEI ZAB t GEORGINA, Riehmwond, Surrey July 9 Richardson & Co, St 
SMYTH, ALFRED JOHN ive ’ ' yhan ) ‘ ' 
THOROLD, WILI DIN ’ sey ¢ . IVAI I ‘ rd, Uford Ja’ 18 Nicholson, Lawrence In, Cheapside 
TIMMIa, MARY etor Sues al a I y N it ide, Clapham common June 30 Merrimans, Mitre ct, Temple 
TURNER, ISARELLA, heeeliaatins . “lark Sia sities OT iN vob EDWARD, Weybridge, “urrey July 14 Baxter & Co, Victoria st 
lyne 7 = 
WELCH, Henry ' : oe Witte . . mout q IN, Hindley, Lancs, Newsagent June 30 Campbell, Hindley 
> Wrry wae fi tor P ek. Builde 3 ; - Sea- 
wapeeue fs alii _ ; , Hil'morton, Warwick, Builder June30 G M & C Sea 
he (rold ist y r ! ’orts itt " 
WHITTINGHAM, ' ” - P — , ; EYNOLD undale rd, Greenwich July 14 Batchelor & Batchelor, 
wal o J + - a J , brown & — " led i lackburn, Poultry Dealer July 2 Walmsley & Son, Blackburn 
Wricnt, WLI . , ‘ae , j ' ; 7 { REI Bucks, Farmer July 2 Charsley & Reynolds, Slough 
Fran ’ ) . Tro” ily 1 Kirby & Co, Harrogate 
{ Wade & Co, Bradford 
30 Puole & Robinson, Union ct, Old Broad st 
ALLEN, Ru serps July Wa " ' Turner, East Grinstead 
auenceus. 301 oun. ( ; -% SUTTON, ELIZABETH, Rotherha ily 10 Kesteven, Sheffield 
ASHWELL, |} ' , , 1 \ nusbridge, nr Haddersfield Jnly9 Iveson & Co, Heck- 
(ray 8 i ! e 
— ore T) ~— - . ’ ; Y ke Lane, Somerset, Farmer July 7 Mackay & fon, Shepton 


BRAND, Hon H I :, \ Ju lrehert HN SAMUEL, High Wycombe July 2 Bliss & Sons, High Wycombe 
CHATWIN, AMIN mit AY , I ANNE ELEANOR, Bath July 6 Adam & Co, Bath 
CHEERS. MARTHA HA ws. | : j + Smit e , WIL (son, Thomas, West Hallam, Derby, Colliery Manager July 14 Searby, 
s Alfreton 
Conner, JOHN THOMA alisend naster June 30 ‘ stle ur ' a ‘ " 
s WINSLEr, MARY PrisciLtA, Ross!yn hill, Hampstead July 7 Dennison & Co, Grace 


DANI#L, JAMES HENKY, Ird y : tu 6 Breeze & vr irch st 





THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, MOORGATH STHREBT, LONDON, F.C. 
ESTABLISHED IN 1690. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTHTRSBS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for imsertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent oa 


application. 
a POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL Loss, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-gharing system. 
RPPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 














